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INTRODUCTION 


This treatise is built on the correspondence of one of the 
British Political Agents-—George Russel Clerk—who during the first half 
of the 19th century so materially helped in sheping the policy of the 
Company's Governnient towards-the Cis and the Trans Sutlej regions. 
Stationed as they were at the out-posta of the fast expanding English 
dominions, in areas with which the English had only recently Come into 
contact, these “men on the spot" were naturally to be relied upon for 
advice and decision by the Supreme Government at Calcutta. George 
Russel Clerk served as Political Agent at Ambala and Ludhiana for a 
period of twelve years from August, 1831 to June, 1843. 


My first attempts at resaarch in the history of the Punjab began, 
some twenty years ago, as a Post -Graduate student. Although the work 
which I undertook for my M .A. degree was somewhat elementary, yetlit 
developed in me an abiding taste and liking for historcial research. My 
next chance came after I was appointed Lecturer in Dyal Singh 
College, Lahore. I had maintained my contacts with the Punjab Record 
Office and its Keeper, Dr. G.L. Chopra, himself a keen research scholar, 
who suggested to me the subject and the title of this thesis. Indeed, it 
was largely at his encouragement and persuasion that I took up this 
work in 1939. The subject had other attractions as well; it was closely 
linked with the theme which I prepared for my Master's Degree: 

besides, the whole mass of material was preserved in a single archive_the 

1 unjab Record Office, Lahore. • 


So far, I had looked upon Ochterlony, Murray, and Wade as the 
most distinguished of the Political Agents who had conducted the relations 
of the Supreme Government with the Ois-Sutlej Chiefs or Ranjit Singh. 
But the study of Clerk's voluminous correspondence completely changed 

my opinion in this matter. I discovered that Clerk's despatches_the 

letters written to or by him—comprise as many as forty<*five volumes 
the average size of a volumn being about 400 closely written pages 
of foolscap size. ^ I then realised that his work had been equally 


1. The entire oorrespondenoe is presenred in manuscript form* 



strenuous and important with other Agents who either preceded or 
succeeded him. Impressed by the size of the correspondence, I tried to 
find something about the man hismelf. Buckland's Dictionary of Indian 
Biogiaphy provided the first clue to his career‘'Sir George Russel 
Clerk (1800-1889), LC.S ; son of John Clerk ; educated at Hallebury ; 
entered the service as Writer 1817; after holding some unimportant 
appointments in Bengal he entered +he Political De]>artment, was in the 
Secretariat in Rajputana, at Delhi; Political Agent at Ambala and 
l.udhiana, Envoy at Lahore, 1842 ; Agent to the Governor-General on the 
North Western Frontier during the first Afaghan War in which capacity 
he pushed forward reinforcements with energy, and after the massacre 
of the army, urged a policy of retribution. He was Lieutenant-Governor 
of the North-West Provinces, June to December 1843; provisional 
member of the Supreme Council 1844 ; twice Governor of Bombay from 
1847 to 1848 ; from 1860-62 and K.C.B. He refused the Government of 
Cape, but served on boundary and political work 1853-4; was Under¬ 
secretary and Secretary to the Board of Centro) in 1856.58, and 
])ermanent Under Secretary of State for India 1863-76 ; K.C.S.I in 186L 
G C S I. 1866 ; died July 25, 1889.” 

His correspondence falls into two sections; (a) that relating to the 
Cis-Sutlej Chiefs from 1831 to 1843; and b) that relating to Lahore 
Kingdom from 1840 to 1843. The latter section has been superfic ally 
judged as relatively more important as it deals wiih the historically 

well-known topics of the post-Ranjit Singh period .. .a period of 

Sikh history marred by intrigues and counter-intrigues of factions and 
pcirtie < at the Lahore Court and other events connected with the deaths 
of Maharaja Kharak Singh and Kanwar Nau Nihal Singh, the succession 
dihpute»between Rani Chand Kaur and Prince Sher Singh, the period of rule 
of Maharaja Sher Singh, and the British debacle in Afghanistan. However, 
as one wades through Clerk’s countless letters and despatches concerning 
the Cis-Sutlej States, he is ^ruly struck with the immensity of his tas«. 
True, t..e work oi Clerk in this field is less imposing or spectacular; but, 
from the stand point of the historian, it must not be valued less 
impoitant on that account. Though not forming a chornicle of glorious 
deeds of royalties or of stirring events, the correspondence is of a wide 
historical interest in the annals of the Punjab. It is essentially of a 
coi siructive nature and represents a very great deal of pioneering work 
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in the field of Anglo-Indian administration Not only did Clerk 
enunciate several new principles in regulating the relations of the States 
with the Suzerain power and aming themselves, but he devised 
practicable methods for settling problems of succession, boundary disputes 
and the like—all calculated to developing peaceful conditions in the very 
extensive but very disturbed Cis-Sutiej lands. 


Besides*, the correspondence ex^mplies Clerk's industry, mastery 
of detail, and love of fair play. He took paiu« in sifting cases thoroughly 
brfore forming conclusions. At times he erred but he always strove for 
the adoption of uniform and consistent principles in settling disputes. 
He laboured ha d to improve the administratbn of the Chiefs, to make 
Them feel that it was their duty to look after their subjects, to respect 
the lawful and j ust rights of one bgainst another, and to teach and 
prove to them that they formed part of a beneficirnt Imperial entity 
which stood for moral and material betterment of people. In a few 
cases where he recommended escheat of Chiefships, he was inspired by 
the primary motive of the good of the subjects. 

The present w rk is the outcome of the study of the first part 
of the correspondence as stated above and excludes the results of the 
examination of the data concerning the Trans-Sutlej area. The latter 
data, if only for its bulk, will suitably be resolved in an altogether 
separate compilation. 


To be able to appraise fully the correspondence of Clerk, one 
has to appreciate duly the back-ground of Sikh History, especially the 
period beginning with the latter half of the ISth century. The Sikhs 
began theT career of conquest after the defeat of the Mahrattas by 
Ahmad Shah Ab lab at Panipat in 1761. Abdali, however, remained 
a potential danger to the Sikhs as long as he proved capable of invading 
the Pun ab, bu^ after his last expedition in I7d7, the soveseignty of 
the Sikhs came practically to be established all over the Punjab. By 
1773, the limits of their power extended from Saharanpur in the East to 
Attock in the West, from Multan in the South to Jammu and Kangra 
in the North. Further, during the seventies and eighties, the Sikhs 
formed themselves into several principalities which came to be scatt* red 
over the plains of the five rivers. The Cis-Sutlej region, i e. the country 
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lying between the Sutlej and the Jumma, saw the rise and establishment 
of f Jiir principalities —the Nishanwalas, the Shahids or Nihangs. the 
Phulkias and the Karorsinghias. The most prominent and resourceful 
of this group proved to be the Phulkia houses of Patiala, Nabha, Jind and 
Kaithal, besides a number of petty estates. Then there were the 
Chiefehips of Buria and Thanesar and the Pathan Princedoms of 
Kunjpura and Malerkotia which also played an important part in the 
Cis-Sutlej history. Had the Cis-Sutlej lands produced a strong ruler, 
these various principalities might have been welded into a single 
kingdom, just as happened in the Trans-Sutlej tracts which Ranjit 
Singh transferred into his own dominions. This might have been 
accomplished by the House of Patiala, if after the death of Amar Singh 
in 1781, a strong man had succeeded the feeble Sahib Singh. Griffin 
rightly remarks that if Raja Araar Singh had lived or had been 
succeeded by rulers as able as himself, the cU-Sutlej states might 
have been welded into one kingdom and their independence might 
have been preserved both against the Lahore monarchy on one hand 
and the British Government on^the other. 


The history of the Cis Sutlej Chiefs may be partitioned into 
four stages. The first stage is from 17(54 to L7J0 wheu they started 
attacking tha Rohilla leader Najib-ud-Daula, the Governor of the Doab 
of the Ganges and the Jumna; they continued to be a menace to him 
till his death in 1770. The second stage from 1770 to 1781 saw them 
confronting and defying the decadent Mughal power at Delhi. The third 
began in 1781—the period of Mahratta ascendancy in No thern India 
and tha'i of Mahadji Sindhia, ably assisted by his French Lieutenants, 
De Boigne and Pefron—this period also witnessed a duel for power 
between Pen on and George Thomas, the English adventurer. The 
third period terminated with Lord Lake defeating the combined 
Mahratta and Sikh armies on September U, 1803 at Delhi The British 
victory at Laswari a couple of months later destroyed the Mahratta 
power in Northern India and brought the British boundary to the banka 

of the Jumna. It now appeared inevitable that the Cis-Sutlej princes 
would pass under British protection. But this was postponed for a while 
owivg to a reaction against Wellesley's forward policy and ‘‘although 
noth'Dg was made knoarn to the Sikh Chiefs of Sirhind, their connection 
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with the British came virtually to an end so far as regarded the reciprocal 
benefits of alliance/' 


In the roeintime, Ran] it Singh, who had made his authority 
predomiuAiit in tlif^ regions west of the Sutlej, was casting “covetous 
eyes" on the Cis-Suilej territory. In 1806, he was invited to intervene 
in a quarrel between Patiala and Nabha; in 1807 and 1808, he again 
crossed the Sutlej It became apparent that, if left to himself, he 
would soon bring all these Chiefs imder him. The Chiefs, too, being 
alive to tiiis danger, formally applied to the British Resident at Delhi 
for protection; in March 1808, Lord Minto, the Governor-General, sent 
Metcj/fe to negotiate the.trealy of .Amritsar (April 25, 1800) with Ranjit 
Singh who was told that all the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs had been taken under 
British protection and that he must limit his authority to the north bank 
of the Sutlej. 


The treaty of Amritnar ushered in a fresh pbape of the Cis-Sutlej 
history. The English Political Agents came to be stationed within this 
zone at centres like Kama!, Aiubala and Ludhiana. Irom i809 to 
the outbreak of the first Sikh War in 1845, the Supreme Government was 
repre ented at these out-posts by a succession of able men like David 
Ochtcrlony, William Murray, Claude Jacob Wade, and George Russel Clerk 
who in the course of the performance of their duties and trying to keep 
in with the trtnds of British policy addressed detailed dtspatchts to 
their superiors at Delhi and Calcutta, repe rting all matters of interest 
to the Company's power and obtaining guidance and sanction for their 
own actions in return. These matters were of a very varied nature and 
as such can not be covered in this introduction. Relations of Ranjit 

Singh with the Cis-Sutlej States, relations of Lahore Durbar with the 
l^ritisli Government, disputes between the State:i and the Company and 
between tie States themselves, cases of gross mal-administration in the 
Protected territory and serious breaches of pence, are only a few of 
outstanding importance. Clerk's corresponderce is typical of that of 
other Political Agents with one exception— he held charge of the Ambala 
and Ludhiana agencies successively. 
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As far as the magnitude of Clerk's Cis-S itlej correspondence is 
cfQnc;i?;"jned, there are about IJ 00 letters (1084 to be i^xact) written by him; 
about 7G0 are those which were received by him ; besides there is one 
lx)ok of vernacular correspondence, a number of letters classed as 
ni scehaneous and about a hundred letters inter-mixed with Clerk's 
l/Tans-Sutlej correspondence. In addition, there are another one hundred 
or more letters pertaining exclusively to Kaithal. I have also read such 
letters of other Political Agents, including Richmond's and Broadfoot’s,; 
^iiich are relevant to the matters treated in Clerk's correspondence. 
Thus the present dissertation is built upon an intensive study of more 
tJbaii two thousand letters and de.spatches which are contained in nearly 
eihgt thousand folios of foolscap size. 


' My one great difticulty has been the arrangement of this extensive 
fiiaterial into the form of chapters. There is no printed material in a 
book-form in existence to be of some suggestive help for no scholar has 
treated this region historically except perhaps Grifiin who, too, made a cur¬ 
sory study of this correspondence in the context of his own compilations of 
a miiGh wider scope. These are three in number : The Law of Inheritance 
to Chiefships, The Raj«s of the Punjab, and The Chiefs and families of 
Note in the Punjsb. Though representir g a laudable pioneering effort, 
these works are necesisarily sketchy at places and contain minor mistakes 
a^bout dntes and facts. Grifiin had no successor in the matter of seriously 
examining and historically resolving the earliest records of the Anglo-Cis- 
Sutlej relationship. A$ already mentioned, the coutents of these 
records are nivich less glamorous than those pertaining to the Company's 
relations with . the Trans-Sutlej Sikh Kingdom. Moreover, owing to 
their legalis' ic character, they make an extremely tedious and wearisome 
reading for a student of history. This, perhaps more than anything 
else, accqunts f r^tli^ir negl^t. However, this circufiistance provides 
an ample justificiation for my attempting to present an historical 
appreciation of Clerk’s Cis-Sutlej correspondence. 

In arranging this correspondence, I have adopted the following, 
‘modus-operand i.* 

In Chapter I, I have provided a brief historical back-ground to 
the establishment of the Luhdiana Agency, the nature of its work, the 



sihHiailon’ >c^6nironting Clerk on his appointnjent, tlie basis of tlie relations 
of tjhe Cis-Sutlej States With the Supreme G^tverninent and hnally tlieir 
tanouiftious relations with the nominal sovereign of India, the Mughal i uler. 


In Chapter II, i have traced the laws of succession among the 
( is-Sutlej Cliicfs, giving instances of partitioning of (lirf(>ieut estates, of 
ivan wa marriage and other Sikh institutions and the details of paniti('n 
disputes whicii arose in several pricipalities like Raiiigarh, Malorkotla, 
Knnjpnra, etc. These exemplify the cornplexities of tiie }>rob]em of 
partitioning and the pains taken by Clerk and his Government in 
reaching decisions. Again and again, Clerk draws his (lovernment's 
citteiition to the fact that the Cis-Sutiej Chiefs had no rules to guide 
them, because before accepting the British protection, they had passed 
through a period of anarchy and turmoil when might was always right, 
when the weak had to go to the W'all and when sword alone decided all 
di«»putes. There was not a Chief who had not a claim on its neighbour. 

As Lawrence so pertinently observed: .being a people of yesterday 

apd having gained every thing by violence...they have not had time 

to settle dpwn and make laws of inheritance...some sort of rules appe'ar... 
to have been from time to time patched up but in such times and such 
j’oop’e, the law of the sword was the only one recognized." Thus Clerk’s 
\ii(lficiilties were intensilied in the absence of any w^elbrecognizeci laws or 
customs governing inbeiUance. When one studies these jcases, one 
is, struck by Clerk’s herculean efforts In the ?midst of a morass 
of claims and counter-claims to dp the right thing and to make his 
ch cisions conform to certain broad considerations accepted by civilized 
cummunities. That tlie Cis-Sntiej princes were not developed politically, 
that they, had little civic Constiousness or sense of right or wrong, and 
w^ere, therefgrp, not easily convinced in cases where their demands w^ere 
judged untenable, made Clerk's task all the more difficult and onerous 
and his achievements correspondingly all the more n markable. 

In Chapter ITT, I have examined the cases of those Chiefships 
which partiady of wholly escheat(id to the British Government and the 
underlying principles which guided Clerk in the attitude he adopted in 
each case. The Chiefs, when accepting the British protection in 1809 
had been told that no tribute would be demanded from them. Later on, 
a change came over Government's attitude when it felt chary of affording 
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tins protf'Ction without expecting anything in return. After all, tire 

Company had been, ack; owledged as the feudal over-lord of all the 
Cis-Sutlej Chieftains, having assumed the paramountcy of the Mughal 
Government. As such, it claimed the right t) rpaume a principality, 
whenever, a chief died witiiout direct heirs, and to refuse a(ioj)tion* 
Moi cover, ( lerk and other contemporary British officials were eager to 
extend the henefits of direct British administration to the peoples of 
the Protected Sates. Tlie administration of the Cis-SutJej Chiefs lacked 
system and efhciencv, when judged by the British standards. In the 
strong words of (rriffm, to compare the British administration in the last 
century with those which existed side by s de with it was an insult to 
the intelligence and that Native rule in India in those days generally 
signified oppression of the most terrible kind, insecurity of life and 
property, luxury and dtdmuchery in the Prince and misery and want in 
the people. Barring a few exceptions and allowing for a little 
exaggeration of languagf, it must be reluctantly admitted that Griffin's 
indictment is true. Quo reason for this vSorr^^ state of affairs is that 
political authorities irresponsible in the matter of internal Government 
and well protected by a Suzerain p(-wer against external attack are 
seldom used wisii}^ or well. Clerk was, therefore, naturally inclined to 
his Government assuming possession of principalities whenever an 
opportunity occurred. The ‘doctrine of Iay>se,' made so famous by Lord 
Dalhousig a decade later, was but a mere exposition of the claim of 

Government to annex territories of the Indian rulers-a claim which 

had been sponsored by many British administrators, from the highest to 

the lowest, for years preeding the Indian Mutiny. During the period of 
Clerk's agency, a nuinbrr of Chiefships were taken over by the Supreme 
Government, though 1 have discussed only a few important escheats in 
the main chapter, placing the rest in the Appendix to the Chapter. In 
these instances also, Clerk tried his best to enunciate and follow ‘.certain 
broad and rational principles which were in keeping with the British 
Government's anxiety to ensure that, as far as possible, no act of glaring 
inji.slice be committed in its name. It was this latter consideration 
whicli led to the complete restoration of the lapsed territory of 
Miistafabad and Baghat and to the partial return of Jind to their 



Chapter l V contains either quarrels between different co-parceneis 
or disputes between the Cis-Sutlej princes an J their feudal dependants. 
The latter had accepted their protection in troublous times, but were 
ahxious to change it in favour of the British protection which was Je-s 
onerous. The following lines from a despatch of Murray illustrate the 
attitude of Political Agents, including Clerk’s. 


‘‘The general subject of interference in States and between Chief 
and vassal appears to me to be altogether a very anomalous business and 
the degrees of tenure are so numerous, it is scarcely possible to legislate 
on any determined and fundamental principles by which the rights 
and prerogatives of the Chief may be held inviolate and lands of all 
vassals who originally shared on the acquisition of the country, be 
secured to them S3 long as they train tain their fidelity to their head. 
The Chiefs under our protective guarantee no longer requiring military 
services of their vassals will be too apt to goad them to resistance by 
unjust and oppressive measures that they may cause a pretext for the 
satisfaction of their cupidity by the resumption of the vassalage lands.** 


I have related only a few such quarrels in the^ain body of this 
chapter, and have incorporated others in the corresponding Appendix. 
Clerk's work in this regard also cannot be over-looked. His despatches 
exhibit the thoroughness with which he discussed each case, as they 
reveal the factious spirit prevailing among the disputants. Two disputes 
are notorious—one between the Maharajkians and the Phulkia Chiefs and 
the other between the Pathan and ihe Sikh co-parceners in Indri. The 
impression that one gathers from Clerk*s writings, relevant to this 
Chapter, is his love of fair play and keen anxiety to be judicious in 
all cases. 


Chapter V contains the disputes between the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs 
and the British Government—the most famous being the dispute between 
Patiala and Government over Bhatti and Hariana frontiers. Here, as 
in other similar cases, Government tried to be very accommodating and 
willing to treat its opponent with great consideration. As Griffin writes: 
“...the policy of the British Government so far as the Sikhs are concerned 
has been uniformly liberal, enlightened, and just, that in no single 



Instance has it abused its strength to oppress its weaker neighbours, 
but that on the contrary, it has taken less than its undoubted right and 
has decided disputed questions with a generosity and dis-interestedness 
which will be looked for in vain in the administration of any other 
country." in addition to such disputes, I have also dealt with the 
imposificnof duties by the Chiefs and the attitude of Government 
t( wards this important problem. In this matter also Government was 
actuated by its desire to promote trade and it made energetic efforts to 
mprove and systematise the methods of collecting customs-duties 
throughout the Cis-Sutlej area. 


In Chapter VI I have discussed the problems of roal-administration 
of^the Ch efs and the efforts made by Clerk to induce them to effect 
improvements The Chiefs were often too indolent or apathetic to better 
their methods of governance with the result that Clerk's ire was often 

aroused. Then there was another problem to be faced-—the 

disorderliness and lawlessness of the Akalis (the Immortals) who at times 
crossed the river to whet their appetite for plunder. The Chapter 
includes seve al references lothe Sikh Contingent, stationed at Amba^a, 
under Clerk's control, consisting of quota of horsemen, contributed by 
the Chiefs, 


This description in outline of the arrangement of this thesis does 
by no ni aiis exhaust the full scope of Clerk’s correspondence In addition 
to the 'etters referred to above, there are scores of others which speak 
of t pics like construction of r ads, bridges, and river-dams, c earing of 
forests, draining of marshes, making m )re equitable revenue settlements, 
bring ng barren lands under cultivation improvement of trade, erectio 
of bazar., and >ther useful bui dings, etc -~all descriptive of the manifold 
nnture of the work of Clerk. These have n.:t been discussed at anv 
j:reat length in this thesis as they fall out of my plan They provide 
unmistakable evidence, however, that Clerk directed his attention not 
only to political problems such as affecting the Princes but also 
|Tr»moted the material well being and prosperity of their subjects. 


The volumes of r cords to which I have referred are 31, 33 
and :U to :19, 77 to 83, 88 \ and a number of other books containing 

vernacular or miscellaneous correspondence. Besides, I have also 



Ctou-sUlted several volutnes containing the correspondence of Ocbterlony, 
Birch, Murray, Richmond and Broadfoot, as shown in the foot-notes 
Among printed works, I have consulted Griffin’s ‘The Law of Inheritance 
toChiefships/'TheRajasofthe Punjab', and ‘Chiefs and Families of 
Note in the Punjab'^ and of course the well-known and quite 
indispensable History of the Sikhs by J.D. Cunningham.^ I have also 
read the Calcutta Reviews—especially Volumes I and 11 of the period 
from May to December 1844, William Edward’s “Reminscences of a 
Bengal Civilian,” Goldamid's “Biography of James Outram,” Prinsep’s 
•‘History of the Sikhs.” and Steinbach's “The Pnnjub.” But their use, 
'f^specially of the four last-named, couM very well be dispensed with, 
without ma’erially affecting the results of my study.* There is a 
paucity of published works on this period, as I have already stated, and 
several aspects of the Punjab History continue to be obscure and 
ccjnfused. Many of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs have died out or lost their 
pre-eminent position, and no body knows what has happened to their 
nctjds No research scholars in states like Patiala, Nabha and Jind 
have worked on this period or brought to light any records. 

In short, the most important source of this thesis is Clerk’s 
correspondence itself. At times ' written in very bad hand and in 
eqi?ally bad ink, with plenty of grammatical and spelling mistakes made 


1. Their years of publirations are I860, 1873. 1940 respectively, 

(The last has been corrected upto July 1, 1030). 

2. 1 have used the edition published in 1863» 

3. Besides, 1 have read several other published works but they, having proved of 
He great help to me, have not been mentioned by taae. 



by the copyists, with frequent omissions or illegible words, the 
correspondence of Clerk has bad nevertheless a faschinating interest for 
me. As I have pored over these old, musty and worm-eaten pages of 
the bound volumes preserved in the Punjab Record Office, I have' 
marvelled at the manifold aspects of Clerk's achievment—his industry, 
application and versatility. He might have had certain prejudices and 
wrong notions, might have committed a few errors—errors and prejudices 
are inseparable from human agency—but his moral uprightness, his 
passion for truth and above all his sincerity and good faith are only too 
apparent. He wall believed that his work was righteous and that it 
would endure. 


INDRA KRISHEN- 


January, 1952. 
DYAL SINGH COLLEGE, 

KAUNAL. 


1. On account of vsgarieg shown by them in spelling Proper Nouns, to be foimd jn 

despatches, I have ha^l no alternative but to adopt their modem spellings in extracts 
quoted by me. 



CtiA t 


A. The Eetabliehmeat of a British Agency at Ludhiana. 

The establishment of a British Agency at Ludhiana was ah 
inevitable corollary to the treaty of friendship signed between Maharaja 
Banjit Jingh and the Company's Qovemmen^ This important diplo¬ 
matic transaction^ otherwise know as the Treaty of Amritsar, was 
signed on April 26, 1809, According to its terms, the Sikh ruler 
had to renounce his sovereignty over all the “ Sirhind Chiefs i, e. 
the Sikh Chiefs existing towards the south and east of the river 
Sutlej and to confine himself and his ambitions to the regions, north and 
west of Thus all chances of extension of Ranjit Singh's authority 
towards the river Jumna disappeared for ever. The Treaty of Amritsar, 
on the other hand, installed the Company's sovereignty over the 
Phulkian states of Patiala, Nabha, Jind and KLaithal, and dozens of 
petty Chieftains of varying degrees of importance—JopiViars, Pirfeidars 
and ifwsaf(iar«--colloctively known as the Sirhind and Malwa Chiefs. 

The most fruitful etleot of the treaty was that it provided 
opportunities to the British Government to influence, at times, the 
policy of Ranjit Singh towards his neighbours, a fact which often 
exercised his patience. This is what happened in the matter of his 
relations with Sindh and Afghanistan, and Wade, the English Agent at 
Ludhiana, built much personal influence with Ranjit Singh to be able 
to moderate his designs against those powers. The Maharaja was 
made to realise his limitations, the inferiority in efficiency and training 
of his troops in terms of English standards and more particularly his 
much more circumscribed economic and financial resources. So con- 


1. Cunningham*B ** History ot the Sikhs p. 141. 


See also, Caloutta Review, January*June 1B46, pp. 364*66. 



▼inced he grew of these, that he hesitated and postponed until the 
end of his life any thought of fighting the English power, though he 
nourished deep-rooted suspicion and distrust of her diplomatic moves 
ooncerning the north-western regions. How he did not relish the terms 
of the Tripartite Treaty of 1838, which opened out to the English the 
prospect of establishing military out— posts at Kondhar, Ghazni, Kabul 
and Jallalalabad, is well-known. Even then he had to join the English 
in the Afghan expedition or else he would have been left out. 


In the matter of Sindh, Ranjit Singh did not abandon his designs 
until the very end, although the British thwarted him all along. At 
times he was so chagrined as to strengthen his forces with a spurt and 
possibly think of forming some sort of a mutually helpful alliance with 
Nepal, as is shown by the cordial reception given to the Nepalese 
Mission in 1837.^ The measure of his resentment might 


|, The coming of the mission aroused great alarm, in the mind of Wade, the 
English Agent at Ludhiana, who was afrai<l that other states might join 
the Lahore-Nepal Alliance and thus establish a balanc;e of pc wer against 
the British in India. Again, when the Maharaja was on his death-bed in 
Juno, 1839, an Agent arrived from the Kaja of Bikaner. 

There had been earlier Sikh-Gurkha intercourse also, for example 
Elliott writing to Murra> on February 9, 1825 requested him to trace the 
party from Nepal which had been reportod by the then Collector of Bareilly 
(B. N. 26, p. 89) and detain them, if possible (B N. 25,, L. N. 31). Again 
he Wanted to find out whether Nepal and l^ahore ruleis were in the habit of 
keeping any diplomatic intercourse (B. N. 25, L. N. 08). He sent an extract 
of letter from the Political Secretary to Government to his address (p. 190). 

Wade also sent some news of the Nepalese mission to Murray giving the 
names of the Nepalese agents—Ganga Bam, Hardhian and Devi Das and the 
manner of their reception (B. N. 26., L. N. 74, April 17, 1825). Murray sent 
a reply on April 28, 1826, in which he declared that there had been no 
avowed diplomatic intercourse between tho two courts since the expulsion 
of the Gurkhas from the Hills situated inter Gogra and Sutlej ; whatever 
correspondence they might have kept might have been a secret 
(B. N. 72., L. N. 341). 


one 



have shown itself more unequivocally, had he been alive at 
the time of the Kabul disaster of 1841, for in terms of the Treaty of 
18011, the English had no right of interfering in his affairs in regions 
beyond the Sutlej.^ 


B. History of the British Agency. 

It was in April, 1810, that Colonel (afterwards Sir David) 
Ochterlony was appointed Agent to the Governor General at Ludhiana, 
He conducted his correspondence relating to the affairs of the Cis*Sutlej 
Chiefs with the Supreme Government at Calcutta through the Resident 
at Delhi.* In June 1810, Captain G. Birch was appointed as his 
Political Assistant. This shows that the new Agency developed a fair 
amount of political work practically from the time of its institution. 
Ochterlony was away on military duty during the Gurkha War, from 
October 1814 to June 1816 and during this period, Birch deputised for 
him at Ludhiana. On Ochterlony's resuming charge, his designation 
was clarified and altered as Superintendent of Political Affairs and Agent 
to the Governor-General in the Territories of the Protected Sikh and 
Hills Chiefs between the Jumna and the Sutlej. He was given another 
asaisstant in Lieutenant Boss. Birch was now stationed at Nahan and 
Robb at Sabathu. 


In October 1816, the office at Ludhiana was transferred to 
Karnal where it remained until March 20, 1822, when it was transferred 


1. All these facts show that his so called pro-British Policy was inspired by dread 
of their power and not by any genuine feeling of trust or goodwill as has b cen 
supposed by several writers. 

2. The control over the Prctected 6ikh was States transferred ftozn the Hesident 
at Delhi to Ochterlony (B. N. 16, L. N. 24, June 28, 1809). 

From Mi^ 1, 1832, the Besideat began to be called the Governor- 
General's Agent at Delhi and frome June 25, 1835, the A^ent to the Government 
pf Agra, Delhi, 
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to Ambala.^ A third Assistant, Lieutenant William Murray, was appoint¬ 
ed in July 1815 and posted Ludhiana in November 1816. His duties 
were to look after tlu‘ Royal family of Kabul in exile thet e and also to be 
in charge of the Treasury and Polise at that out})oat. In Ochterlony’s 
absence the three Assistants wtjre to conduct the duties of the Agency 
directly through the Resident at Delhi. In December, 1816, Birch was 
transferred from Nahan to Karnal where he continued until September 16, 
1821, and was then relieved by Rosa.* 


Ross was succeeded as Deputy Superintendent at Ambala by 
Murray on April 6, 182.S. In turn, Murray was relieved by Lieutenant 
C J. Wade at Ludhiana. The sub-agency at Sabathu was now held by 
Captain C, P. Kennedy, the CaiBmandant of the Nasiri Battalion who 
was styled as Principal Assistant to the Resident at Delhi.® The petty 
hill Chiefs were placed under his iurisdictiou while the bigger hill states 
like Sirinur, Hindur and Bilaspur were under the supervision of Murray at 


1. Reas informed Middleton that he had ramoved his office from Karnal to Ambala 
(B. N. 70, L. N. 110). 

In November, 1821, Ross wrote to Swinton, Secretary to Government of 
India, suggesting the transfer of his office from Karnal to Ambala as the 
military and political control of the country between the Jumna and the 
Sutlej were not vested in one official. Ambala was chosen as an appropriate 
place being situated in a central place, end as it would lapse to Government at 
the death of its ruler, Sardami Dya Kaur, who was ill and very old (B. N. 70, 
L. N. 74). The transfer was sanctioned. (Resident at Delhi to Ross, 
January 16, 1822, B. N. 22, L. N. 6). 

2, Biroh to Oohterlony, September 18, 1821, B. N. 70, L. N. 40. 

Ross to Oohterlony, September 16,1821, B. N. 70, L, N, 44. 

8. Oohterlony tj Ross, October, 9 1821, B. N.21, L. N. 161, 

Rosa to Murray, April 6, 1823, B. If. 23, U N. 41. 

Ross to Murray, April 6,1823, B. If. 71. L. N. 77. 

Rosa to Frasar, April 6, 1828, B. N. 71, L. N. 78. 



Ambala. From June 14, 1827, Murray began to be called as 
Political Agent, Ambala, while Wade was designated as Political 
Assistant, Ludhiana.^ On October 27, 1827, Murray was relieved of 
the charge ol Lahore dependencies but he continued to be in charge 
of the Protected Sikh States. The Lahore dependencies were entrusted 
to Wade, who conducted correspondence with the Supreme Govern* 
ment at Calcutta, through the Resident at Delhi.* 

Further changes took place on the death of Murray at Sabathu 
on June 28, 1831. Mr. Ross Bell succeeded him temporarily until 
the appointment of Mr. George Russel Clerk on August 13, 1831.® 

In July 1832, Wade’s designation was further changed from Political 
Assistant to Political Agent. In July 1838, Clerk was vested wtih 
the supervision of the afiFairs of Maharaja Ranjit Singh’s Cis-Sutlej 
possessions i n addition to hie other duties while Wade'^was entrusted 
with the management of the British relations with Ranjit Singh 


1. Hiiilop to Murray, June 14, 1827, B. N. 27, L. N. 160. 

Murray could not summon to Ambala the agent of Ranjit Singh at Ludhiana 
without the permission of Wade (Metcalfe to Murray, November 4, 1820, 
B. N. 26, L. N. 234). 


2. Trevelyan to Murray, October 27, 1827, B. N, 27, L. N. 260. 

Murray was asked to communicate with Wade and carry into execution 
the arrangements sanctioned by Government in compliance with a desire 
expressed by Ranjit Singh for the separation of the jurisdictions of the 
Political Agents of Ambala and Ludhiana. Colebrooke informed Murray that 
the superintendence of the Political Agent, Ambala over the Protected 
States and that of the Political Assistant, Ludhiana over the Cis-Sutlej 
possessions of the Lahore State in future would be entirely separate (B. N. 27, 
L. N. 284). 

. Prinsep to Bell, June 28, 1831, B. N. 31, L. N. 31. 

Prinsep to Clerk, June 28, 1831, B. N. 31, L. N. 32. 

Clerk to Resident, August 13, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 61 

The post was offered to Clerk on June 28, 1831, but he took charge 
only on August 13, 1831. The salary offered was Rs. 2000/- per mensem 
(Swinton to Clerk, September 2, 1831, B. N. 31, L. N. 61). 

ou next foge 



regarding the affairs of the Trans-Sutlej Punjab and his possessions 
beyond the Indus.^ In March, 1840, Clerk was entrusted with the 
Agency at Ludhiana and given the designation of Agent to the 
Governor-General for the afi’airs of the Punjab ; this was further altered 
to Agent to the Governor-General, North West Frontier in the same 
year.* Clerk had held temporary charge of the Ludhiana Agency 
twice previously - once from December 1836 to April 1837 and a second 
time for about a year-from November 1838 to October 1839 during 
Wade's absence to Lahore and Afghanistan, respectively.* In March 
1840, it was settled that in matters relating to the affairs of the 
Trans-Sutlej Punjab and the Court of Lahore, Clerk was to corres¬ 
pond with the Suj reme Government, while the Control of the 
Cis-Sutlej principalities was vested *in the Government of the North- 
West Frontier and concerning their affairs Clerk was to correspond 
with that (^vernment.* In October, 1842, Clerk was appointed Envoy 
to the Court of Lahore and held that office until June 1843 when 
he was made Lieutenant Governor, North West Provinces. He was 
succeeded at Ludhiana by Lieutenant-Colonel A. F. Richmond, who 
assumed charge on June 21, 1843^. 


Continued from 'page 5 

Clerk had also worked for some time in Delhi, as First Assistant, Residehoy 
for we have one letter from Murray addressed to him in that capacity 
(B. N. 76. L. N. 4, January 23, 1828). He himself refers tc it in a letter to 
Fraser of August 18, 1834 (B. N. 83, L. N. 127). (He was in June 1831, 
the Political Agent at Kota in Rajputana, and a little earlier had acted as 
Agent at Jaipur), 

1. Maonaghten to Clerk, July, 23, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 40. 

Maddock to Clerk, March 16, 1840, B. N, 129, L. N 1. 

2. Clerk writing to Metcalfe on January 20, 1841, informed him of the new 
designation. He added that the office of Political Agent, Ambala, had 
been abolished and that place had become a Political Assistant-ship like 
Ludhiana and Ferozepur (B. N. 83, L. N. 168). 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe. April 29, 1837, B. N. 83. L. N. 16. 

Clerk to Macnaghten, November 30, 1838, B. N. 104, L. N. 1. 

Torrens to Clerk, January 7, 1839, B. N, 123> L. N. 7* 

4. Maddock to Clerk, Maroh 16, 1840, B. N. 129, L. N. 1. 

Metaalfe to Clerk, May 13, 1840, B. N. 126, L. N. 86. 

6, %o |;dw^<ias, June 21, 1843, B. N. 168, L. N. 62. 



C—Work of the Agency at Ambala« 

As to the actual work of the Agency, the alfairs of the Rajas 
and Chiefs in communication with the Agency kept the office staff 
very busy. Then there was the work of copying in, registering, making 
transcripts for despatch*, taking down evidence and embodying volumi¬ 
nous proceedings held in cfiLses occurring between the protected Sikhs.^ 
There were also to be kept journals of daily proceedings which were 
required for the public to whose inspection they remained open at all 
times.* Weekly diaries had to be prepared for despatch to the 
Supreme Government to enable it to keep in touch with allimportant 
matters.* In reply to Government's complaint that Clerk did riOt send 
the diary*, he stated : “The duties of this office are of such an extensive 
and complicated nature that it is difficult to find time for the diaries, 
and although I have each week under t iken them, I have hither to 
failed in completing them, having been compelled to desist on finding 
the occupation of my time with it has occasioned heavy accumulations 
of the current business of this office."^ Later, Clerk demanded the 
service of an Assistant for preparing diaries, as he did not like to 


1. Clerk toFrasor, August 16, 185i4, B. N. 80, L.N. 126. 

2. This work interrupted the other important duties of the writers and so he 
demanded the service of two orthiee more writers in Persian, He pointed 
out that he was not in favour of giving up this as ‘‘this prompt publicity” 
diminished the “unauthorised sources of gain” which presented themseles 
to the natives employed in the Agency Office. This Roznamcha was at times 
a week or more in arrears, as the Persian Mutsaddis were very busy with 
other duties (B. N. 78, L. N, 68). 

3. Macnaghton to Clerk, July 29, 1832, B, K. 32, L. N. 62. 

Clerk to Macnaghten .September 21, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 68. 

Trevelyan to Clerk, June 19,1834, B. N. 34, L.N. 40. 

Clerk wrote that he had to prepare the diary himself, and to waate 
many hours ^hat should have been devoted to “matters of more moment and 
to despatching the current business of the office.” 

4. Clerk to Fraser, April 30, 1833, B. N. 79, L N. 26. 

Clerk also observed: “1 understand the instructions.required me to do 

60 . The record has been kept as regularly as I could keep it, but my time 

has hitherto proved insufficient for its translation.1 shall now make 

evry exertion to prepare it,” 





be interrupted in disoharge of his important duties.^ Then there Was 
work in connection with escheated lands called ‘‘The Reserved Lands/’ 
The annual- revenue of such lands amounted to Rs. 1»80,000, and the 
people inhabiting them numbered 150,000. These were not contiguous 
and were surrounded on all sides by the lands of independent Sikh 
Sardars, They had long been neglected and needed much care and 
attention to ensure the welfare and protection of British subjects 
living on them.^ 


1. Clerk to Fraser, May 10, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 31. 

One of the duties was coimocted with petitions which Clerk used to 
receive five days a week. In one day twenty to thirty petitions were received. 
Among the petitioners were many subjects of the protected Chiefs and such 
persons were referred to the rulers concerned; at times he introduced a very 
important petitioner to a ruler's Vakil or agent who usually lived at Ambala. 

Clerk observed: ‘<Any other mode of proceeding.would leave me no time to 

look to the concerns of our own subjects in this quarter or for the conduc 

of complicated affairs between protected Chiefs.requiring attention andt 

adjustment.** ^B. N. 79, L- N. 105). 

Again in a latter of 1840, he wrote that his reception of applications 
and petitions was not limited to any particular timeor place; a Mutsaddi 
used to sit at his door at all hours of day and night to receive them ; even 
when he went for a ride, the Mutsaddi would accompany him ready to receive 
petitions. (B. N. 83, p. 227). 


2. Clerk to Fraser, August 16, 1832. B. N. 80, L. N. 126. 

The following was the establishment sanctioned in 1832 by Government 
for Clerk’s office:— 


1 English writer 
1 Persian Munshi 
1-Naib Munshi 
1 Gurmukhi writer 
1 Mohafis Dafter 
10 Ahalkar at Ks. 4 each 
1 Jamadar of Ahalkars 


Ks« 100 
100 
30 
30 
25 
40 
6 


per mensem. 


831 


Total; 

Swinton to Fraser, April 2, 1832, B. N. 32, p. 66 . 

Later on, he demanded larger establishment, as the work of his oftioe 
had expanded. The greater number of oases that he had to hear, more stre- 
nous revenue and police duties in Ambala and outside and the rising tide of 
insecurity of life and property in the neighbouring Sikh principalities neoessi* 
tated this increase. Another cause was the extension of British control and 
the sub-division of the estates (B. N. 79, LL. N. 120 and 170). 










At the head of such an Agency, presided, almost for a full decade, 
George Russel Clerk, one of the ablest of the English administrators in 
India at the time. H i storians and writers like Cunningham,* Henry 
Lawrence,* and Prin8ep*“to mention only a few—have paid tribute to his 
diplomatic skill shown in his dealings with the Protected Princes. 
Herbert Edwardes thougnt he was “ beyond doubt the most accomplished 
Indian diplomatist of his day,”* Low, the biographer of Pollock, called 
him a veteran statesman and the political father of Sir Henry Lawrence, 
Mackeson and others.® Lawrence styled him “ the Preuxchevalier ” or 
the gallant knight of the Civil Service.* 


1 . Cunningham says in a footnote—‘‘In the Sikh States on either side of 
tlie Sutlej, the British Government was long fortunate in being represented 
by such men as Captain Murray and Mr. Clerk—so different from one an- 
othor and yet so useful to one common purpose of good for the English 
power. These men. by their personal oLaraoter or influence added to the 
general reputation of their countrymen and they gave adaption and flexibi¬ 
lity to the rigid unsympathising nature of a foreign and oivilieed eupresnaoy 
. Ui). 

Again he observed} —independent of bis general qualifioatione be 

was the person best suited to the .requirements of the time-(p. 233). 

2. He said : **It was fortunate for British interests that at this period, Mr. 
George Russel Clerk was the British Political Agent for the Bikh affairs; a 
man of great energy and practical good sense, of unflinching courage and 
yet oi most gentle and winning manners. He was just the person to manage 

the rude and boisterous Sikhs.The pattern of an English gentleman himself, 

straight-forward and unbending in esseniials, he knew, perhaps better than any 
other man in India, when and what to yield. He was always on the alert, seeing 
things with bis own eyes...tie kept the Sikhs to their engagements by combined 
firmness an urbanity.** Calcutta Review, Volume I (May-August 1844.) p. 476. 

3. Prinaep, talking about Clerk calls him **a gentleman not only possessing 
talents and energy but practical good see se and though of unflinching 
firmness gentle, conciliating and winning in his manners** (History ef 
the Punjab Volume 11, p. 201). 

Major—General, Sir. H. Goldemid in hie b ography of *• James Outram** 
Volume 11, p. 247-—48, pays a tribute to Clerk especially for the werk 
be did to restore British prestige after the Afg!ian debacle. 

4. Quoted by Low in his Life and correspondence of Field-Marshal, Sir 
George Pollock** in a footnote on p.611. 

5. Ibid 

6 . Calcutta Review, Volume 1 (May—August 1844) p. 476. 
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tt is said that Clerk kept a large number of horses and his power 
of locomotion on horse-back proved one among mady causes of hi<i 
unbounded influence with the Sikh Chiefs and people under his political 
charge.’ Some of the horses were kept ready at all hours; he would 
reach the scene of a dispute, before the disputants could get tidings of 
leaving his headquarters. His presence was often quite suflacient to prevent 
an impending boundary fight between neighbouring villagers. When they 
heard that Robin or white mare had been sent out a stage or two to wait 
for the * Umbalawalla, ' as the agent was universally called and would 
soon bring its master to the spot, they dared not proceed with their 
quarrel,^ Alone he would ride for miles into the villages and fields and 
converse withthe people and before they knew who he was, elicit 
information as tohimself and his officials.^ Small wonder, Clerk proved t*o 
successful an Agent, 


Not only was he a great political agent, but also a gre^at adminis¬ 
trator. He made an end of robbery and plunder prevailing in the regions 
administered by him. Land was reclaimed, and the portion of the 
country adjoining Karnal, Jind, Kaithal and Ladwa, which was once 
barren and unproductive, began to be cultivated > He even intro¬ 
duced cotton and sugar and other remunerative crops. For this 


1 . William Edwards; “Rominscences of a Bengal Civilian—p. 83-34, 

He described how Clerk rode from Ambala to Mussourie to confer with 
Mr. Robertson, the Lieutenant Governor, N. W, P , over the Afghan problem 
towards the end of September 1841; he reachod Mussourie in the morning 
and left the same evening for Ambala. Edwards also observed. .‘‘This was 
no unusual ride for Sir George”. 

2. Ibid, p. 33. As Edwards put it: “The Sikhs used to assert that he kept 
a hundred horses in his stables, of which some were always ready posted 
towards every quarter, so it was no use to attempt any disguises with 
him”. 

3. Calcutta Review, Volume II, Ootober-December 1844-p. 191 

4. Calcutta Review, Volume II, Ootober-December 1844-p. 188 and 191. 
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purpose, he would make extensive tours and give out seed to all likely 
to benefit by it.*" 

Clerk, therefore, was typical of the best type of English ofiSoers 
who have done so much to extend the benefits of their rule in this country. 
His work in connection with the Cis-Sutlej principalities is a memorable 
one No other English i^gent occupied this oflSce for so long a period 
and with such conspicuous success. He worked hard to re nder his office 
worthy of the liberal ideals preached in l^rigland at the time. Deservedly 
popular with the princes and peasants alike, Clerk has left a great name 
for honesty, integrity and hard, useful work. 

D--Cis-Sutlej Stales and the Supreme Government. 

The Sutlej Chiefs were taken under the protection of the 
Company’s Government according to the Treaty of Amritsar by an 
** Ittilah^nama " dated May 3, 1809.* This declaration became ** the 
Charter of Bights to which the Chiefs have since looked and appealed 
for the settlement of all questions that have arisen between them and 
the British Govern ment." Its important articles were :— 


1. Lawrence payfl a trib\ite to Captain Murray who commenced *i the 
reformation and reclamation and says that he was «• nobly followed up 
by Mr. Clerk*'. He gave the example of Aznbala which was turned into 
a large walled town ** with streets and bazars better laid out and better 
built than any town with which we are acquainted in Upper India *’• 
Similarly he compared the British half of Thanesar with the other half 
managed by the widows of Fateh Singh and added that in the country 
the contrast was much greater ; the British Villages wore *• progressing 
in cultivation *’ while those of the Sardarnis “ daily deteriorating. *• 
{Ibid, p. 191 and 194). 

At another place, he observed : ‘‘The protected states have been for¬ 
tunate in their admistrators Ross, Murray and Clerk, who successively 
managed the country ”—Calcutta Review, May-August, 1844, p. 467. 

Cunningham, p. 408, Appendix XXVI, and Griffin’s footnote in “ The Rajas 
of the Punjab ” (p. 122) and “Chiefs and Families of Note, Volume I, 
p. 65. Also see, Calcutta Review, May-August, 1844, p. 4G9-70. In the 
Calcutta Review the date of the proclamations is given as M4y 6, 1809* 



Arlick 2. 

All the country of the Chiefs thus taken under protection 
shall be exempted from all pecuniary tribute to the Company’s 
Qovemment. 

Article 3. 

The Chiefs shall remain in the full exercise of the same 
rights and authority in their own possession which they enjoyed 
before passing under British protection. 

Article 4. 

Should a British force, on purpose of general welfare, be 
required to march through the country of the said Chiefs, it is 
necessary and incumbent that every Chief shall, within his own 
possessions, assist and furnish, to the full of his power, such force 
with supplies of grain and other necessaries which may be demanded. 

Article S. 

Should an enemy approach from any quarter, for the purpose 
of conquering this country, friendship and mutual ir terest require 
that the Chiefs join the British Army with their force and exerting 
themselves in expelling the enemy, act under discipline and proper 
obedience.^ 

The Chiefs, now freed from the menace of Banjit Singh’s 
power, embarked on a course of quarrelling among themselves with 
a view to bringing about the absorption or destruction of the weak. 
This necessitated the issuing of a second proclamation on August 22, 
1811, pointing out to the Zemindars and other subjects of the 
Sirhind Chiefs the futility of appealing to the British officers in 
complaints against their chiefs.^ It further stated : .that several 


1 . The rulers of Nabha, Nahan, Maui Majra, Malerkotla, etc. offered their 
services in the First Afghan War in persuanoe of this clause (B. N. 38, 
L. N, 73, November 8, 1838). 

2 The language is as follows;**—It may be impressed on the minds of every 
aemindar and other subject, that the attainment of justice is to be expected 
from their respective Chiefs only, that they may not in the smallest 
degree, swerve form the observation of subor4inatio|x...**OunninghaiQ 
, 410, Appendix XXVH.” 
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Sirdars since the last incursion of Baja Banjit Singh, wrested the states 
of others and deprived them of their lawful possessions and that in the 
restoration they have used delays, until detachments of British army 
have been sent to effect restitution. It is, therefore, by order of the 
British Government, hereby proclaimed that if any one of the Sirdars 
or others have forcibly taken possession of the estates of others, or 

otherwise injured the lawful owners, it is necessary that-the revenues 

of the estate from the date of ejection of the lawful proprietor, together 
with whatever losses the inhabitants of that place may sustain from the 
march of troops, shall without scruple be demanded from the offending 

party and for disobedience of the present orders a penalty.shall be 

levied'.** 


In this way it fell to the lot of the English Agents, from 
Ochterlony to Clerk, to take upon themselves the most difficult and 
tedious task of deciding intricate questions rela ting to aggression of 
certain Chiefs against others, disputes between the Chiefs and their 
dependents, quarrels concerning boundaries of different domains, disputes 


1. Cunningham, p. 410—11 Appendix XXVI1. 

On January 7, 1823, Rose reported to Fraser several instances 

of disorder in the protected Sikh states and raised the question of the 
degree of the interference to be exercised by the British Government. 
Fraser replied, as follows:— 

'•When we engaged upon their solicitation to defend the Cis-Sutlej 
states from foreign invasian; we did not hind ourselves to uphold violence 
and injustice nor did we preclude ourselves from preventing the Chiefs 
become cruel despots. Although we promised not to interfere vexatiously 
and capriciously in the internal arrangement of their Governments, the 
duty of protection involves a right of control, which we cannot abandon 
and must exercise. The British Govmment will not become the Abettor 
of cruelty and oppression, instead of being the protector of the weak 
^d the promoter pf order^ virtue and justice. *' B. N. 71, L. N. 86. 
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over sucoeseion and inheritanoe and cases of escheat or lapse.* As these 
Chiefs paid no tribute to* the Supreme Government, confiscation was 
resorted to, whenever expedient or convenient. In 1832 attempts were 
mad#* to sound the Chiefs if they were agreeable to giving money tribute, 
but they were not willing to do so.* They were told plainly that, in case 
of non-payment of any tribute. Government would continue to take 
advantage of all lapses as the only mode of compensation in any degree 
for the expense to which it was subjected by extension of its protection 
over the countries lying between the Sutlej and the Jumna.* The Chiefs 
must have regretted not having accepted the reasonable proposal of 
Government when they saw a number of principalities including Kaithal 
and a part of Jind lapsing to it. Patiala and Nabha might have lapsed 
also but for the right of adoption conferred on their rulers after the 
Mutiny, because of tbeir long tried loyalty and fidelity to the British 
Crown. 


As to the criaiinal jurisdiction of these Chiefs, the 
British Government in their first proclamation had promised 
to respect the rights and authority exercised by them before 


1. For the general principles underlying the work of British funetionaries, 
see Cunninghum, p, 143-44 and the foot-note on p. 144-45. He pointed 
out how these officials, being immersed in details, at times held certain 
biased views but the Supreme Government always acted as a remote, 
deliberative or corrective body, as it could survey things through an 
atmosphere cleared of mists and judge of measures with reference both to 
the universal principles of justice and statesmanship. 

Another writer wrote about them thus: ** Possessed as they are 

of the views of the Supreme Government.the political agents, though 

some times called upon to decide with promptitude upon the line of 
action to be pursued in a sudden emergency, are for the most part little 
more than an executive body. They are the representatives of the Governor 

General-the exponents of his opinions-the agents of his policy ” 

(Calcutta Keview, Volume VI> p. 312, January-June, 1847). 

In reality, the Political Agents had a dual role to play-they 

symbolized Government in the eyes of the Princes and in turn represent 
•ed those Princes before their own Government. 

2. A fuller exposition of the point will be offered later in thiswork. 

8. Clerk to Metcalfe. Merch 28. 1888. B. N. 82. 44. 




^hey were received under their protection.^ In the ecoond 
Proclamation this right was once again confirmed in very clear 
terms. The zemindars and other subjects of the Chiefs were warned 
not to make complaints to British officials against their rulers as 
no attention would be paid to such complaints. Specific examples 
were quoted when the British offictrs did not interfere in the 
Judicial rights of the Chiefs. The subjects of the Chiefs were told 
‘‘that the attainment of justice is to be expected from their respec- 
tive Chiefs** and that “complaint to the officers of the British 
Government will be of no avail, and that they consider their respec- 
ive Sirdars as the source of justice.*.** 

Another problem was the capture of criminals who fhd 
from British territory and took n fuge in the domains of the Chiefs 
Mr. Turner, the magistrate at Seharanpur, wrote to Clerk, soliciting 
his help in the capture of certain criminals who had escaped into 
the neighbouring states. Clerk, in reply, admitted* that the Chiefs had 

Article 3 oi' Uie Proclamation : Cunningham, p. 408, Appendix XXVI. 

Later on, the power of life and death was taken «way form the 
iiands of small Chiefs. In 1844, Richmond reported that the Chief of 
Shahabad had executed a man without a fair trial and bo the Court of 

Directors ruled that this power should not be left with petty Chiefs. 

Richmond to Thornton, May 7, 1844, B. N. 159, L. N. 67. 

Thornton to Broadfoot, August 6, 1845, B. N. 136, L. N. 44» and 

despatch of the Court of Directors Extract Para 1748, No. 20 of 1845, 
May 21, 1845. 

Cunningham, Appendix XXVII, p. 410. 

Clerk to Turner. June 9, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 116. 

He wrote: **The aubjoinod article of the proclamation of tho Supreme 
Government to the Southern Sikhs in 1809 and again in 1811, securing 
to the latter the exercise of that jurisdiction and of those privileges 
previously exercised and enjoyed by them, is that which, I apprehend, must 
be considered as absolving them for any such obligation as that of delivering 
up whomsoever it may appear to us indiaponsabie to the ends of justioe, 
to be oaused to be apprehended and punished. “ 

The Court of Direotors also m^de certain observations on the subject 
of surrender of fugitives. According to them, this requisition ought to 

Continued 071 mxi page 




perfect right in granting shelter to such people or even in refusing 
to punish them, though ho was confident that they would help 
the British authorities in such matters and refuse to harbour such 
offenders or to allow them to wander unrestricted in their own 
territories. But Clerk did not like the tone of Turner’s requisition 
as it was calculated to create obstacles rather than to secure a 
continuance of the willing and prompt co-operation from the Sikh 
authorities to achieve that end. 

The view that the Chiefs were not bound to surrender the 
British criminals, Clerk re-iterated in another letter to Turner making 
clear, however, that the obligations which these Princes owed to the 
British Government were perfectly well understood and acknowledged 
by them. That was why he could always count on their good 
will and oo operation. Clerk went on to declare that he received 
from the Chiefs most willing oo-opration, provided he did not injure 
their feelings by any preemptory correspondence. He also added 
tliat all interference in their internal affairs was to be sorupoufly 
avoided as it proved not only vexatious and offensive but also 
degrading to them. In conclusion, Clerk remarked “—the attain¬ 

ment of the ends we have in view is bast secured by maintaining 

or creating in them a sense of their own respeotabilit y.and whrn 

a native Chief in the situation of these Sikhs becomes ost to all 
sense of respectability, the consequences are harsh measures and in 
most cases very unsatisfacory results.” 

Continued from page 15 

be confined to the case of heinous offences such as miirder, highway 
robberies, etc. and they were of the view that *' the feelings of particular 
native Government, the ch aracter of its institutions and the general 
equity or oppressiveness of its rule may often require to be adverted 
to in the determination of such questions 

Further in regard to the interference of the British Government in 

civil cases, it was pointed out by them ** that the oomlainant must be left to 
seek justice from the legitimate superior of the party against whom 

hia claim is preferred unless that party be resident or possess property 
within our territories.” 

B. N. 38, p, 44—45, Extract from the letter No. 19 of 1836, dated 
May 27, 1336, of the Court of Directors. 

1. Clerk to Turner, June 24, 1832. B N* 78, L. N. 121. 
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With respect to the delivery of Bubjectfl of the Chiefs, guilty nf 
breaking a British laM% Clerk quoted a resolution of the Governor-Genoral 
in Council, dated October 24, 1824, which ran as follows’ :— 


“.The Governor-General is led to believe that the Sikh 

Chieftains claim to have generally exercised the right of punishing their 
own subjects, guilty of committing offences within the limits of a foreign 
jurisdiction,* When inhabitants of these states, therefore, commit 
crimes within the Delhy district and escape back to their own country, 
application should be made to their Chiefs or Government to inflict 
punishment as well as to make restitution to the injured party.” 


In a letter of 1843® to Mansel, Junior Secretary at Calcutta, 
Clerk discussed the position of British subjects committing crimes in the 
Indian States under his political ccmtrol and remarked : I always desire 
that parties being British subjects in general, who transgress the laws 
of any independent state connected with us should be apprehended, 
convicted and punished by that state ; but the Chiefs, some time ^ppre* 
hensive of their authority or the degree of its exercise being afterwards 
callfd in question and at otliors averse to being burdened with the 
maintenance of such prisoners, are reluctant to try or to punish them. 
It therefore devolves on me to do so. But I do not on this account 
deliver to them crim inals, being their subjects who commit ojOTences in 
the territories of the British Government under uiy management. These 

I try and convict.This I do so by right: the other I do, because some 

body must check crime. 


1. Clerk to Tor er, June 24, 1832, B. N. 78, N. l2l. 

2. Clerk remarked; “Direct jurisdioti'm in criiriiniiil rases occurring in the 
territory of a Protected Chief is not properly speaking vested in ray 
office/’—B. N. 83, L. N. 174. 

3. Clerk to lianeel, February 18, 1843, B. N. 1S8, L, N. 21. 
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But that was not the only problem which Clerk had to face, 
Tljorc were certain Chiefs who connived at crimes or did not punish the 
ofi’enders. What was the duty of the British Government in such cases ! 
According to Clerk, “ When there is a want of vigilance on the part of a 
Chief to check crime, it is the duty of a paramount state to notice his 
neglect ** and to see that no such miscarriage of justice should go 
unpunished.! 

A particular atrocious murder was reported by Clerk. Mussammat 
Bhagan, the daughter-in-law of Dya Singh, the Chief of Junkore or 
Tangaur, was murdered with the connivance of her father-in-law and 
Lai Singh, her deceased husband's brother. Lai Singh had wished to 
marry her but she had refused to accept him. The servants of Lai Singh 
were responsible for this heinous oftVnce. Clerk recommended that Lai 
Singh should be disinherited and expelled from the state while Dya Singh 
was to lose his share of the estate excptr- a small village for bis main¬ 
tenance. The estates were to escheat to the British Government.* In 
1841, two Sardars of Shahabad, Banjit Singh and Sher Singh, were 
accused of forging a partition-deed. The former was fined Bs. 10,000 
and the latter Bs. 6,000.* 


1 . Clerk to Tbrmteon. June 8,1841, B. N. 8.3, L. N. 174. 

2. Ibid, and Griffin ; ** Chiefe and families of Kota in tie Punjab 

Volume I, p. 44—The villages 'were given to Lai Singh's son Harnam Singh 
on whose death in 1844, Lai singh was reinstated. Even earlier, Clerk 
had spoken of Dya Singh's estate as ** most ill-managed " and aoouse<i 
him of associating with most lawless characters, B. K. 80, L. N. 109. 

Another such murder was committed by Partap Singh, Chief of 
Buddul, of his mother Man Kanwar, for which offence he was transported 
for life~-(B. N. 162, L. N. 13 and B. N. 132, L, N. 6). 

3. Clerk to Thomason, June 23, 1841, B. N. 83, L. N. 176. 

Thomasbn to Clerk, July 24, 1841, B. N. 128, L- N. 118. 

Thomason to Clerk, February 26, 1843, B. N. 132, L. N. 24, and Extract Paras 
62 and 63 of a despatch from the Court of Directors, No. 30 of 1842, 
December 30, B. N. 182, p. 39. 

Otherwise also, the Shahabad Sirdars did not enjoy any good reputation. 

See B, N. 77, L. N. 98, B. N. 84, LL. N. 94 and 96, B. N. 80, LL. N. 
197 and 214, B. N. 81, LL. N. 11 and 116, B. N. 82. L. N, 46, and p. |i. 
^6, LL. N. 29, 89 an4 70, 



A word may be said about the oriminal jurisdiction of tbe 
Pattidars or Jagirdars. Every Pattidar was his own Magistarte or 
Collector as far as his own internal arrangements were concerned.’ 
Some Pattidars were very small ; othefs were quite important. They 
were often suspected of sheltering robbers and other desperadoes from 
the British territory. Many of the British oflScials regarded the dependent 
Pattees of the Reserved Estates (escheated estates) as under thei 
judicial control, whereas the Pattidars would not give up their judicia 
rights. This led to unpleasantness between the Pattidars and the loca 
Britifih officials. The whole position grew so confusing that Clerk had 
to ask for clarification.® Ultimately the Pattidars were deprived 
of their magisterial powers and only entrusted with the management of 
their revenues.® 


]. Calcutta Koview, Volume 11, October-December, 1844, ]>. IC2. 

2 . Clerk to Fraser, December 13, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 229. 

3. About the jurisdiction exercised the Br’tish authorities in the Pattis, 
Clerk remarked ; “ The jtirisdict ion—has been of a very anomalous-desorip- 
tion. Disputes among the 8ikh sharers are referred to this office for 
adjustment—opinions are asked and precedents sought of the headmen of 
the Puttee in which the disputed claim arises—The Sarkar das or leading 
men in the Puttees, who may be constituted the referees by the Political 
Agent xnay occasionally be misled in their decisions^ but after all the case 
is brought back again by petition to be heard and argued in his presence 
and if not so satisfied—the parties appeal to Delhy...But in Police matters 
within these Puttoos, a direct jurisdiction has not hitherto been practised. 
The power lias been assumed of taking cognisance of heinous offences but 
the punishment of the offenders has been relinquished to the Putteedars 
...In short the inhabitants of the Puttees have not been considered or 
treated as British subjects.” B. N. 80* L. K. 135,August 21, 1834. 

Again in bis letter of December 10, Clerk informed Fraser that etriet 
injimotions bad been given to the pattidars to prev ent greater punishment 
being inflicted than a crime should require and suggested the following plan in 
order to check the abuse of power by them :... **Organised as these putteedars 
are, each aisserting his rights of independence in relation to his co*sharer and 

Continue on the next pag 



Talking of the Pattidars of Ambala, Clerk stated that the 
Revenue and Police of the Pattees, though not so directly managed 
as the police and Revenue of the lapsed Ohiefships, were subject to 
his control.' If any serious complaint of mal-adminstration or 
oppression was prefered by the Zemindars, the political Agent had 
uU discretion to intervene and adjust their differences. To the 
Pattidars it was left to take cognizance of misdemeanours and minor 
offences but even such cases came before the political Agent in 
I'he form of appeals/'^ 

The Cis-SutleJ chiefs and the Moghal Ruler. 

I^he question of the attitude of the British Government towards the 
Moghal ruler in relation to Cis-Sutlej Chiefs came in for review 
u the time of Clerk. The Governors General used to show all 
outward marks of respect to the Moghal ruler at Delhi.* He was 
also in receipt of an allowance since the days of Clive. In course 
of time, there had j^been a steady diminution of that royal power 


nontinucd from page 19 

in many inBtaiices rediioed by tb« iniiiuto «u)7-division of their property to a 
pittance...! tldnk...that of looking to them for a nysiteni of laws...is liopeloss. 
The only i^roper alternative soeme to be to extend over these subordinate 
Puttees the criminal laws now in force in tl»e (lovernrnent lands, leaving the 
management of the revenue.^ of tlio lands of tlie Puttees ns hitherto in the 
hands of the J’utteedars.” B. N. HO, L. N. 220. Tn .!anu«'ry 1835, Government 
did what nierk had 8Uggeste<l ; the criiiiiiml laws, enforced ])y Government 
were extended over the Pattis and the management of the revenues was left to 
the Pattidars. Krnser toCMerk. January 1835, B. N", 35, L. X. 7, and Mncsween 
to FrasDr, January 3, 1835, B. N. 35, p. 27. Sec mIho Caleutta Keview, 
Volume If, Octobor.Ueceml)tr, 1844, p 192, 

h Clark to Fraser. October JV, 1834, B. N. 80, ].. N. 187. 

Olerk had a very voor opinion oi these Pattidars-See B. N. 82, L. X, 36. 

2. B. N. 80, L. X. 187. 

3. There are two letters addresstHl by Lord Auckland in which the Moghal 
ruler is addressed as His Majesty-B. N. 37, p, 304, July 31, 1837. 

B, N. 37, p. 351, October 11, 1837. 

4. Olerk to Fraser, June 7, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 29. 



In 1813 the offering of certain ceremonial presents by the higher 
British officials had been stopped. In spite of bis shadowy authority» 
the Moghal ruler was treated with grert respect by the • rulers of 
Indian States. The Sikh States of Sirhind were no exception to 
this rule. It appears than Clerk did dot approve of “ the marks 
of allegiance to the pageant throne of Delhi, that still continue 
to be habitually tendered by our protected Sikh Allies.^*' In support 
of his view be a(^dressed a lengthy despatch to Government saying 
that the subject was deserving of some importance. He could very 
well understand the Hindu States of Rajputana showing marks of 
respect on account of their recollection of the fame, they acquired 
for fidelity, high courage and other noble qualities while they owed 
fealty to the emperor. But the Sikh Chiefs, who had risen to 
power upon the decline of the Moghals, could not be influenced 
by such noble sentiments. Moreover, as Clerk so aptly put it:— 
“They owe entirely to the protection of the British Government 
that permanency and security of their conquest that they now 
enjoy. It seems, therefore, still more preposterous that these allies 
of the Supreme Government should in the present day be squander¬ 
ing their resources in cultivating the goodwill of the Ministers and 
purchasing the favours that countinue to be dispensed from the 
debris of the Mussalman Takht."^ Thd ruler too no longer felt 
at ease about such missions. They themselves thought such relations 
with the Delhi ruler incompiatible with their obligations to the 

British Government as was apparent from the secrecy observed in 
regard to each mission and their disclaiming their agents or Vakil 
whenever questioned as to the nature of their employment at Delhi. 
Clerk did not suspect any sinister motive in the missions of the 
agents which was due to a mis-eonceived idea, engineered by the 
agents themselves, that it added dignity to the rulers. In this 
connneotion, he remarked “ The terms on which they have been 
admitted to British protection leave them ample means and ample 
leisure to listen to prosecute any safe measure which their less 

apathetic agents suggest as calculated to add dignity to their emp¬ 
loyers, while it proves a source of profit to themselves. As 

answering both these purposes their agents look in the first instance 


1 , Clerk to Frawr, June 7, 18S2. B. N. 78, L. N. 29. 



to repressenting thf»ir masters at the ReBidency and in the next 
what they stilJ deem the more distinguished honour of representing 
them at the Court of the King/' The Moghal ruler and his min¬ 
isters encouraged the attendance of these men, as their stay was 
a source of income to them/ The result was that erery important 
Sikh Ch ef was represented by an Agent at Delhi in the Court of 
the King.* Clcik called the conduct of Sikh chief as ver.y unmean 
ing an 1 inconsequent, and reiterated the view that acquiescence in such 
a system of double ties appeared incompaMble “with our prsent 
position towards the native princes in Upper India/' He appealed 
to the Supreme Government to assert that supremacy in the exercise 
of which it had so long supplanted the Moghals, as any hesitation 
or r luctance on the part of the British Government might be 
misconstrued by the chiefs. 

This important despatch was referred by the Governor- 
G»*neral'H Ag<mt at Delhi to the Governor—General—in—Council, 
who, in turn, referred it to the Vice—President in Council who 
made the following observations/: - 


1. Oleik wrote : **. ncronlingly Kaja Sahan Lall’a ia the office to which 

these agents address IhetUBclvcs in the full confidence of their negotia¬ 
tions being readily entered upon without their being referred back in 

the first instance to the authority to whese supremacy and protection 
they may bo said to be indebted for every thing they possesa/* 

Clerk to Fraser’ June 7, 1832, B. N, 78, L. N. 29. 

2. Clerk wrote : “The freiiuent changes that have of late years taken place 

ill the exercise of tlio chief authority at Delhy have been favourable to 
the introduction of a system one of the results of which is to throw 
affairs of every substantive Chiefship in these protected states into the 
hands of Mussalman agents at Delhy. The latter having gained this 

footing it accords not less with their loyalty than with their reputation 
and interests, to be considered us representative of their employer, if not 
in the presence of His Majesty, at least at the Court of his Minister.’* 
Jhid 

3 . Fraser to Clerk, August 27, 1832. B, N. 32, L. N*. 61, and Ohief 

Secretary to the Government, to Secretary to Governor-General, July 
30, 1832, B. N. 32, p. 238-39. 




.the court of His Majesty should be confined to his 

own officers and dependents and that it would he very insj^pedient 
to sanction the attempted innovation on the part of the King or 
his servants to receive the Vakeels of the Native Chiefs without 
reference to the Governor—Gensrars agent under whose cognizance 

and through whose medium all intercourse between the palace. 

and the representat ive of foreign powers to be conducted as formerly 
under the Resident, His Honour in Council sees no objection to 
the i^ntroduction with discretion of the agent of any Vakeels to 
His Majesty who may apply to the agent to be presented by him 
to the King on suitable occasions of public (jcremony. On such 
occasions the Vakeels of foreign states and dependent Chiefs, 
if disposed to attend, may with propriety, accompany the British 
representative in his Suite. Such was formerly the practice 
but an unrestricted intercourse with the palace used not to be 
permitted and although it may seen a matter of insignificance, 
the Vice—President in Council would not recommend its being can 
otionedJ" 


This despatch did not settle the matter as Clerk wished, 
because many Cis—Sutlej Chiefs continued their contact with the 


Fraser to Clerk, August 27. 1832, B. N. 32, L. N. 68. 

In reali^.y, bow pitiable was the condition of Moghal royal line wat 
illustrated by an incident. A Moghal prince Mirsa Jalal-Ud.din, wandered 
from one Chief to another in the Sirhind, collecting fifty or hundred 
rupees from every Chief. He reported to Clerk an outrage committed 
upon him and his followers hy a Sikh Chief, Sodhi Didar Singh 
at the village Mirnova. On inquiry. Clerk found that there had been 
a quarrel between the 8habzada*s Muslim sepoys and the Sikhs in 
the service of the Sodhi as the Sikh Quilladar had refuaad to preaent 
any Nazaar to tha Prince, who threatened to lodge a report agaasat tha 





Moghal Court at Delhi. That was perhaps ineyiiable as lon^i 

as the Emperor was maintained in authority. however nominal 

it might be. by British QoTernment itself. 


Continued from page 23 

Sodhi with the Governor-General's Agent at Delhi. The Shahzada would 
have been satisfied with a hundred rupees but the Sodhi refused to 
pay even this much, being guided in the matter by 
Cletk 




ciiAVjm II. 


Laws of Inkeritatice and Succession among the Cis Sutlej 
Sikhs. 

The Sikhs had no fixed or uniform laws of succession when 
they came in contact with the English, Each Sikh family followetl 
largely or tried to follow^ certain iides or methods os eiiitcd its purposv. 
♦Sometimes, it followed a pnrtitular rule which it ignored or rejec¬ 
ted at another if it went against its inteiests. Thus the 

English found among the »Sikhs the existence of a very wide variety 
of rules and principles of inheritance^ Being most of them origin, 
ally Hindus, the ultimate basis of thoir private laws must have 
bfen the code of Manu and the principles enunciated by other 
Hindu Jaw-givers.2 J^ut these had definitely been modified in 
varying de grees by local m eda an ! circumstances mid the deviations had 
come in course of time to be hardened into customs and usages. 


4. MurrHy, the jircdv'oessoV (’lerk, inncie the following important ob^(r\ a, 

tiot s:— 

'* TVo nilrs of suoroFsioii to landed i)roporty are a*-biirnry and 
ainbi: iif ua and arc var/o'uflly modified in acfurdaiifo to the usagea 

intriiisiw ai;d projudioas of diHercnt tainillos. Any avtompt to 
hmovote and extract a regular syatom ol Jurispniden'^.o from that which 
is iue f ancn’al<'iis ar.<l irreducible to fixetl and established principUM 
might justly hv ccjuidtred an HPsiJinp>ion of authority and a violation 

of preecriy t ive and at knowledged exercise of power. Prior to the era 

of our crr.rrcti<>n witli these states, there existed no right but tbc 

swordr no usage I ut the will of the stTong.” ( B. N. 74, L, >i. 
?17, January lO, 18-8). 

2. Many English ofricials like Metcalfe and Eraser were willing to be 

guided by tic lindu laws of inheritance and succession. But Murray 
and Clerk were opjesed to this idea. 
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Traditionally, thne are two broad division.^ of the Sikh 

community-I'he Manjha and Malwa Sikhs. The former are the 

descendants of those who had settled in the region to the north of the 
river Sutlej, in the neighbourhood of Lahore and Amritsar and the latter 
are those whose ancestors inhabit* d that part of the Indian plains which 
stretch from the Sutlej towards the east upto the river Juinna,^ The 
greatest head of the Manjha Sikhs was Maharaja Ranjit Singh, who in 
turn had risen at the cost of several Miasaldars, whose principalities or 
estates had developed during the eighteenth century in the Trans-Sutlej 
regions but were absorlied by him in the beginnings of the next century 
into his Sikh Kingdom. The leaders of the Malwa Sikhs, on the other 
hand, were the more ancient, though much less powerful princely houses 
of Patiala, Nahha, Jind, Kaithal and others. The territories of Patiala 
were the largest among all the Malwa Chiefs. 


No regular or systematic laws of inheritance and suco(‘fc?sion could 
grow among the Manjha Sikhs* who e earlier leaders, togc^t ier with th ir 
principalities, known as the Missals, passed utidor the authority of Ranjit 
Singh after brief spells of Independent existence. The succession to these 
Chiefships, therefore, came to depend on the autocratic will or caprice o 


1. Murray pointed out the distinction thus I —• 

** The foritier are so termed from the tract situated intenr-Ravee- 
it-Beeas from which they originally came and extended their conquests 
through the Punjab and into Chakla Sirhind, being af a Milhary and 
feudatory charact er. * * 

The Malwa Chieftains were Chiefs of Patiala, Jind, Nabha, Kaithal. 
(B. K. 74, L. N. 217, January 10, 1828). 

2. Steinbach points out tho distinction between the Manjha and Malwa Sikbs 
in matters of succession (The Punjaub. p. 79.80). On the other hand, 
lAwrenoe was of tho view that there was no real difference in customs 
Uke division of estates, succession of widows, right of adoption, etc. 
between the two. (B. N. 88A, p. 383—30). 
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the Sikh monarch.* Often the inheritance of a large estate went to a 
particular individual or Sardar not in pursuance of any regulated principle 
but because the Maharaja willed it so. Thus “ the laws of succession 
were practically swept away before they had time to crystallize into their 
natural form.*' 


We have for such historical reasons to turn to the Malwa Sikhs 
for the understanding of inheritance and succession practised among tne 
Sikhs.* Clerk mentions at least fiv^. discernible stages in the growth of 
customary rules among the Malwa Sikhs.* First, as Jat immigrants, 
wandering from the westwards and settling in the jungle near Bhatinda ; 
secondly, when they had established themselves in a few villages and 


1. As the writer of the article, * Recent History of the Punjab * ...... Henry 

Lawrence — observed:— “ Many of the Sunnuds. are worded as if for 

perpetuity ; but the words “ Nuei aur Nual and “ Pu$ht ha Pvahi ’*. 

are translat(d instead of ** from generation to generation** as meaning 
“at tlic monarch's i leasure during his life.** 

CaUrutta Review, May-August, 1844, p. 471. 

Elsewhere also, he pointed out the difference in the attitude of 
Maharaja Ranjit Singh and th-.t of the British Government in the matter 
of succession to the estates. 

Ibid. October-December. 1844. p. 190. 

2. According to Murray the succession among the Manjha Sikhs waa either 
“ Bhaibund *’ or Choondabund *’. The first meant an equal division among 
all br>tner 3 with an extra share for the eldest as the ** Kharaeh Sardari**: 
but the second meant an equal division among mothers, irrespective of 
their sons. When a Majha Sikh died without a male issue, his brothers 
or nephews assumed the right of succession while the widows wore 
equally competent to inherit. On failure of brothers and nephews, an 
equal division of the estate was mode among surviving widows. 

(B. N. 74, L. N. 217). 

Steinbach reproduces the canons enunciated by Murray.in fact, he 

seems to have plagiarised even Murray’s language. See “ The Punjaub ” 
p. 79-80. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 30, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 180. 
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become the Malguza^^ (paver^^ of revenue) of the Imperial Treasury ; 
thirdly, after they had become the followers of tin Sikh faith and on the 
decline of the Moghal Empire, thrown off their allegiance to Delhi ; 
fourthly, when they avaih d themselves of the protection of the British 
Government in nter tu save tlu ms»*lves from the clutches of the greatest 
of the Manjlia rulers; and lastly, during their feudatory relationship 
with the English G<^v(‘rnmeiit from i8(M) onwards. It was during the 
fifth stage only that they had the condition of tiie greatest degree of peace 
prevailing among them. It was, therefore, during this period that the 
rules of succession became to a certain degree uniform and fixed,^ 


1. Clerk’s suocossor, Jlichmond. pointed out how indefiniro iho laws of 
fiueceasifiii had bo(ui and <lc*sired Coverninent to frame rertain rules ; so 
he wrote :— “ It would he irnpt.ssikle to fVatno any on*' sini|ih' nde 
liorn ]n'e(^odents, for th mo show a. d-r'ererjee aoiousr faniiiii's aru.l also 
a diff<’rf7"{‘e at \arious periods in the same fami'y. TliO descent to 
c dlaternl }»eirs is irwolved in equal doubt ; the rights ef a nephew or 

ot a cousin.ij.ive Homo times been admitted without to the 

State of affairs in 1808 when these principalities were reeeivo<l ui\der our 

j)rotec(.ion.In ])ra*ioo the strongest and ablest mernbe:* of any family- 

mother or widow - son or brother (ehlor i.r younger) nephew or e.ousins - 
leg!tirnnt(' or ille. if imate, took in former times all o • as mucli a^. oich might be 
able to take—Nubile weaker wore re<luf ed to penury or lo a more mxia- 
teiuinee or went elsewl ere to seek their fortinie 

Such are th^^ only family rules the chiefs can refer b • and quote as 
precetlents and such must ov-e » he the rules in times of revolution and prolonged 
eominetion. As a chief becomes powerful he reduces the others to insignificance 
and establishes as Law' his will guided by h»B interest. Konjeet Singh did this 
and conferred and confiscated as lie pleased, Vmt if a civilised power becomes 
paramount and establishes a dominion that will erdure, it seems neces«:ary f^r 
the sake of order and go k 1 rove?nment that some fair and intelligible rules of 

succession to estates should be devised.some rules of succession might bo 

formed which would satisfy the chiefs of these states.we have given them a 

place and a name as Princes in a groat empire, and it would seem that we should 
be able to interfere in settling the succession to what w© have been the means of 
conferring.” B- N. 88A, L.N. 94, February 16, 1844. 

Clerk had himself referred to this confusion about the succession in a 
letter dated September 3, 1831. thus 

‘'In srmo of these Surdarees, when certain rules of succession have 
prevailed uninterruptedly for a long period, the mediation of their differences 
are of course te be readily determined according to their own prescriptive rights. 

{Continued on next page) 







It "was tlie duty of the English agents in of the Cis Siiilej 

affairs, to onunciato and interpret those rules wiiich, it must be said, they 
did, on the while, in a fair and fearless manner. In the Milwa lands 
Clerk adimnstero l such rules for full eleven years on behalf oT the vSuprein ^ 
Government,’ and exea^pt in a few cases, his adviev^ was always a cepted, 
which mdisj>ti{ably shows his intimate and sound grasp of them. In fact, 
one is struck by his unearmy intelligence, and unerring judgment in 
CO intless cas of dispuu^ 1 succession. A few tiases illustrative ol diUcrenl 
aspects of the subject of succession, will be treated in the lV)ilv)wing 
pages. 


The oust niajy f>ra<* fc .‘ (jf sueeession, amoiig tlie Malwa ChiefshipS 
WAS equal division oi ]r<‘j>'rly anejng tlu^ sons," This was sunly a 


i€^oniinmd from paga 28 ) 

But tho instMrit'cs of any sucli havina; obtained aro (.‘ouriued to vory fovv 
f im lies. 1 h ottu'rs wlioro .sorn tiling liko a fixo J nilo of' suroussiiai 1 ad 
oiico l»P4'u onjoyt'd, present inh )ritor.s aro anh nn id to r;infoss thn> it 
•dosccruled on tlicni -hr,Mtgh tU*^ destnict’oti of ackiiowlodged righi:^ in 
times of anarchy, violorieo an I o iDrago. B u. greater part l»ave no 

guide whatever for the settlotnent of these dirforeiKies boyoiil the exjioct- 
ation which each has of being ena]>lod to adduce a former decision of 
the JJritish Government favoirable to hi^ v.ew.” B. N" 77, T-. >5. dl, 

1. I-awTonce in his Report on Kaith il piy^ a tribute to (dork and Miiitav 

thus: “.Mr. Clerk too was no!, o dy well ar-qimintc I with the S.kh rulo 

and practice but 1 ad tirge oxpertoiKie at the fou!itai;i head of their law... 
in Jpyporo and otl er old Hindoo states. Both these gontleinon wore 
naturally disposed to take part with the weaker side and to put a* liberal 
tsonstruction on doubtful questions.” (B. N. 88A, p. 11118). 

2* Murray had observed: **Of these of Malwa, 1 have only to observe that 
the right of primo^geniture in the males is respected and jageers or grants 
of land assigned for the support of younger sons, by which the many 
inconveniences attending the division and sub-division of land ad infinitum 
is obviated.” (B. N. 74> L. N. 217), 


Continued on next paga 
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Reproduction of the Hindu Law of sueeession to private property to whicb 
all sons have an equal claim. It should here be noted that primo- 
penitnre-i. e. the rule by which the entire real estate of the intestate 
passes to the eldest son to the exclusion of the younger brothers—which 
prevailed amo ig the Medieval Aristocracy of several European countrieSr 
was practically unknown among the f?ikhs, except in the case of succession 
to the rulerships of Patiala, Nabha and Jiiifi. Even in th'^se » ates its 
applicafon created doubts which were due to the fact that tlie rulers of 
these Houses themselves had created much confusion, sometimes by 
declaring in favour of equal division and at other times in favour of 
primo-geniture. 


Clerk even in his time felt the necessity of inviting the 
opinion of the rulers of Patiala, Kaithal, Nabha ana Bazidpur concern¬ 
ing the dispute about the Jind sueeession,® so complicated indeed 


Continued fro n* 29 

Put rather a ping generalisation. Steinbach too wrorigT;»^ 

soys that “an'ongst the MnIWa Singhs primo-geniture in the males are respected 
and ,Taffcers...are assigned for the maintenance of • he yoiirTger 8ons...”(p. 81)- 
In reality the rule of primo geniture was prevalert among the three 
PI ulkian Chiefsliip! < nly He however, rightly points our the evils of sub¬ 
division thus •— 

‘<The ihconveniunce and evil, ..of succession and minuto sub-division, 
of landed property, aggravated by the system of co-possession, are seen 
felt and acknowledged and the mischief of uich a system cannot be too 
soon remedied,** (p. 80). 

Clerk himself was alive to these evils, as is clear by the following 
remarks 3— 

‘ **A superior degtoe of facility and efficiency in the superintendence and 
roi trol of these states would no doubt result from pursuing a system 

opposed to the division ahd sub-division o*' the estates.This might be 

gradually effected by deciding all patrimonial contests with some regard 
to the ri^htsi of prirao-genitute.** B. N. 77, L, N. 61. 

1 r'erk to Metotilfe, November SO* 1836, B. N* 82, L. N* 180, 





did he find it. They nneqiiivocaliy declared that both in i\ie Phiilkian 
«Jid the Bhaikian Houses, the uniform | ractice was that the eldest 
«on always succeeded to the whole estate, with the exceptions of 
small portions set apart for the maintenance of the younger children. 
But, as Chrk points out, the very same Chiefs, in a dispute between 
Badrukan ^nd Bazidpur in 1816, had declared to OchtiTloriey, that 
the custom of the two houses and generally of the lesser Plmlkian famaliey 
prescribed an equal partition ol inheritance between brothers. An¬ 
other case, cited by Clerk, was that of Kunwar Ajit Singh, second 
son of Raja Sahib Singh of Patiala. On a reference this ease was 
judged by llo Phulkian Chiefs in favour of the Kunwar who, in 
tlnir opinic'n was unquestionably entitled to partition of all the 
ancestral btate of his father a<*cording to the cubtoui of the protected 
Sikh states in general and that of Phulkian houses in particiibir,* Of 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 80, 1S36, B. N. 82, L. N. 180. 

Griffin ehows bow the five eons of Gurbaksh Singh, the founder of 
t>xe Kaithal house, divided their father's estate equally. -‘’The haws of 
Inheritance to Chiefahip,*’ (p. 15) 

According to Lawrence, the rule of primO‘genitiire was invented by 
the rulers of Patiala, Nabha, Jind and Kaithal who also declared in favotir 
of the exclusion of widows and assigned the right of reversion to the 
•eldest collateral in order to save their estates from escheat. Ho put the 
whole problem thus] — 

“ ’Svery chief is inclined to pick out that portion of the Hindu 
law of inheritance that would suit his purpose...an impartial judgment 
therefore in their own case can scarcely be now obtained from the purest 
and wisest Sikhs and confused as is the record of the past, it must be 
the foundatian our proceedings for the future, if we desire to frame a 
Sikh (not a Hindu) law of inheritance, both for sovereignties and for private 
estates, all have originally been the first, some have split and sunk into 
the last. 

Much of the confusion that has arisen has been caused by our 
having boon unprepared to work.** (B. N. 88A, p* 336 and 36)* 

ContintLed on the next page 
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course, the Patiala ruler did not accept the above ophucm &hd after 
somf? time the aforesaid (-hitfi themselves chang d ih 'ir x)pinions, 
f^ome addressed letters to the Resident (August 28, ^ 82'>) that their 
former statement was based on the nquest of Kunwar Ajit Smgh 
add rug that their customs preserih d the devolution of t states on 
the elder son, with j)rovision (Ouzara) to the other sons at the pleasure 
of the heir. 

In reality, neither the Idiuikiaii nor the Bhaikian fani ilies 
followe d any consistnnt poIic 3 ^^ in the three principalP hulKiaii 

House, the inheritance w'as maintained as a whole, white in the 
lesser families, partition was the rule. Cieik rightly observes that 
Iheir ])n;etice would le found to have conformed neither to the 
one nor the other of these dmUrinea in all cas s of dispiiUd succes¬ 
sion in which, Nnblia or Patiala acted as arbitrator, the decisions appeared 
to have been guidetJ by no fixtd or rigid rules. Clerk quoted the 
following cases :~-(u) On the death of Bir Singh of Badour. his possessions 
were given to his tiiree sons in equal proportion, with the exception 
of a superior share avsa?d(d to the elder son, At the death of 
llie elder son, without any male heir the superior share was awardtd 
by the ruler of Patiala to the elder son of the Jiext brother ; 


C imtimud from paj/c 31 

Ficlirnciul, (.'lerk’s siicrCHFor, tii;? t}i<‘ following observaiion.-? to muko : -- 

A rulo mi unUorj-tood, was devisod for the Chiofsliipa of 

Patiala, NaV)lri> Kiiilhal. and ditut. Thia rule rxfdode.H le^malea and devolves 
tin' f»ovver entirely on nnc fjere >ii. This prin.dfde is recoerniaed by tho Hindu 
Cliiefs of Mflnni JMajni, of Raru^^nrb...and >)y tlio Sikh Chiel’ of Ladwa 
It is fully rerogniaad by tho Mobaininadan nilor of Buhawalptir—it is 
partially rc<‘Oj.mised by the Mobninmadan (-hief of Kunjpiira...and j)erhops 
V)y one or two more. Hut all otlior chiefs affetit to conijider their posses- 

Hjon aa private property only.an<l <livide their lands among thoir sons/’ 

(P. N. i-RA, L. N. Febiviary 15, IStib (Riohmond gave the example of 
t^ipgb[.pria diatriet eon)t>riMing seven Chiefs in pi ce of one, while Shahabad 
waa ender thrtc big and six small Chiefs). 

i. LawT^ence remarked ; “.the fact being, tfmt. the Sikhs have neither rule 

por custom that can be referred to as the unchanged or undisputed 
guide of wx*y biinch el >l«’d cojnm» nity,” 88A, p. 336), 
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(6) Mohan Singh of Badour had throe sons. At his daath, these dirided 
the estate equally, but the superior share was givrn to the second 
son, Samand Singh, (r) On the death of Dalel Singh of Malod 
the elder son was given two-thirds of the estate while the younger 
received one-third only. At first the parties dis-approvcd of it, 
but later on being jealous of the interference of Patiala accepted 
the proportion of partition.^ 


Murray, before Clerk, had declared in his report that the laws 
of inheritance among the Sikhs were externally arbitrary, especially 
previous to their connection with the British.* This was correct, 
because sword alone at that time had decided disputed successions. Since 
that period, the protected States had to devise rules to meet cases as they 
arose. Murray had pointed out that the Malwa or Phulkian Sikhs observ. 
ed primo-geniture. But this statement required some qualification, 

and as Clerk indicated that out of the nine families.Patiala, 

Nabha, Jind, Malod, Badour, Bir, Badrukian, Bazidpur and Dayalpoora 

.only the first three had accepted the principle of primo-geniture 

and preserved themselves entire, while the remaining six had follow¬ 
ed pristine law of equal partition among sons.* Clerk observed. 
“The only exceptions among the latter occur in instances where the 
Patiala authorities having been referred to as umpires, have decided 
arbitrarily some times assigning a larger share to a second son, somo 

times a younger.but on every one of these occasions, regarding 

the estate as partible.” Finally, Clerk contended that these excep¬ 
tions only proved that the family usage of the Phulkians was of 


1 Griffin points out that DaIbI Singh ha 1 inherited his father^t estate in 
the same proportion. (The Law of Inheritance to Chiefships—p. Ig), 

2. Murray was discuasing the question of succession of Prem Kcur to the 
Tbcneecr Estate. His remarks have already been quoted eaUer. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 30,1S36, B. N. 83, U N. ISO. 
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equal partition and gave the example of Badoiir and Malod ; under 
ihis principle, the firflt had lieen divided into several Chiefships, 
the second into tiro. That was also true of the Bhaikian Chief-hip 
of Kaithal, which was a Malwa Ohiefchip. 

What was the attitude of the British Government in disputed 
cases of succe^^sion ^ It wantrd tlu Eiijxlish Agents to adhere to 
tha established custom of each family, so as to avoid hardship and 
injustice to various claimants Martin sent the following extract:’ 
‘ The Vice—Prepident in Council is unable to suggest any better 
general rule for the regulation of succession and inheritance than 

that of following the established custom of each family or where 

that is not clear of adopting such arrangement as may seen to be 

most equitable.In some families of the Sikh Chiels custom pres 

cribos the succession of one as head of the family to the 

entire territory and principality will* a mere provision for Junior 
members. In others, the territory or estate is divided into shares 
among the sons, with some superiority in favour of one as the Chief 
In either of these cases the Vice—President in Council is of f p nion. 
that it would be injustice to alter the established custom by adopt¬ 
ing one or the other as an universal rule.^” 


1. Martin to Tlork, January 4, 1832, B, N. 32. L. N. 3. 

Martin sent two letters : one addressed to Secretary Prinsep by Chief 
Secretary Swinton (p. 16*17, Kovember 18, 1831), and the second to his address 
by Prinsep (p 18.20, December 31, 1831). The ab've extract is taken from 
the first letter. 

2. This was also the view of the Court of Directors. After remarking, that all 

questions relating to succession and inheritanoe appeared to be involved in 
great confusion it went on to say :• ** It is impossiVile to lay down any other 
principles than that of following as far as it can be ascertained the custom of 
each particular family on tribe or whenever this is uncertain adopting the rule 
which may appear to ourselves recommended by the strongest considerations of 
expediency N. 128, L. N. 76, extract from the Court of Directors* dated 

July 28* No. 27 of 1840. 

In view of the extreme complexity of the problem no o^her course was 
pOMible. 




In the days of Clerk, the following were some of the estatea 
partitioned among brothers :— 

1. Estate of Leelokheii* Halt an Singh of Leelokheri dircl 

caving two sons. Mehtab Singh and JSirbhaya Singh. He left a 

will in which he gave to the younger son a share doubh' 
the elder.* Clerk refused to accept the will, arguing that R vll oi 
Singh had inherited his estate and not acquired it, and recomin n 1- 
ed equal shares, for the brothers. Fraser, the Governor General’s 
Agent at Delhi, objected and suggested its division into two partg 

.Leelokheri and Beerthul : the former was to be held by the 

elder brother and the latter by the younger. This was done to 
diminish chances of quarrel between the brothers.* Clerk objected 
to this mode of partition, emphasising thf3 inequality of the two 
shares.* Nirbhai Singh did not want to return Beerthul to his 

elder brother, as suggested by Clerk. At last Clerk asked one of 

the brothers to make two lots and allow the other brother to make 
his choice. Mehtab Singh wanted Nirbhai Singh to act in this 

manner, but Clerk required the elder brother to do so. On further 


1. Clerk to Freser, April 10, 1832, B. N. 78, L, N. 17. 

The partition of Leelokheri had been first arranged by the Chief o f 
Ladwa, the feudal overlord, in equal proportion between the two brothers 
later on, the Ladwa Sirdar wanted to give a bigger share to the younger 
brother...a proposal to whioh Clerk did not agree...and quoted a will 
of their father. Clerk had his doubts of the will too 

Fraser thought that a large share could not be given to the 
elder son cut of such a small estate, and observed ; ** 1 adhere’ 
therefore, to the Hindoo Iiaw of equal shares to brothers and you 
will of course ascertain the common annual receipts of the three villcbges 
in making final arrangements/* B. N. 32, L. N.34. 

2. Fraser to Clerk, August 10, 1832, B. N. 32. L, N. 64. 

8. Clerk to Fraser, August 24, 1882, B, N. 78, L. N. 53. 





inquiry, Fraser found that the area of Beerthul was 12500 Bighas 
while that of Leelokheri was 7500. He directed (Jlerk to give 2500 
Bighas out of the Beerthul leands to the elder brother so that both 
might have 10,000 Bighas each, or to divide the estate in a way 
as to equalise the income of the two brothers. He thus also managed to 
keep the two parties resident in separate villages.^ 

The Estate of Ram Singh of Ludran. Ivarn Singh of 
Ludran died in 1830 Icaviag two sons ; Sahib Singh and Kishan Singh 
by one wife and Bishan Singh from another (married to him by 
“ Chaddar — dalna rites).* Bell, the immediate predecessor of Clerk 
had recommended that Bishan Singh should get half of his father’s 
property. But the Nabha Baja, who was asked to make the division 
wanted to give something more in Sardari to the eldest, Sahib Singh 
Clerk agreed to give Rs. 300 a year more to him but Nabha Raja 
gave him a village worth Rs. 500 a year. Frasser did nut agree to 
this unequal division and directed Clerk to make equal division of 
half the estate between Sahib Singh and Kishan Singh and 
give the other half to Bishan Si*^gh,® thus confirming Bell’s 
propositieri. 


The ruler of Nabha renewed Sahib Singh’s claim with an 
amendment, which Clerk also recommended as being more equitable and 
likely to lead to better management of the estate.^ This brought 
a spirited reply from Frseer who questiunea the right of the Nabha 


1. Fraser to Clerk, September 22, 1831, B. N. 32, L* N, 7C. 

2. Clerk to Fraeer, August S, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 66. 

3. Fraser to Clerk, Marrh 20, 1^34, B. N. 34, L. N. 24 
.4 Clerk to Fraser, June 14, 18*14, B. N. 80, L. N. 73. 



ruler to interfere in the affaire of the Ludran estate and refused 
to refer the question to Government.^ 


3. The* estate of Badrukian. After the death of Bassawa 

Singh his two sons.Sukha Singh an«l Bhagwan Singh.divided 

the estate equally between themselves. In 1816, a similar dispute 
had occurred between Bassawa Singh and his brother Karam Singh ; 
^nd on reference, the Ohiefs of Patiala, Nabha and Kitthal, had 
declared for an equal division among the brothers. Ochterloney had 
passed an order confirming that decision.“ 


1'he Raja of Jind had f»romiaed to settle the dispute in 
question amicably but he gave no attention to the claims of Bhagwan 
Singh, the younger brother. Rather, he wanted to secure a Sardari 
for Sukha Singh. Bhagwan gingh petitioned Government, l>raying 
that “there is no i»iobability of his recovering his rights from Sukha 
Singh through the means of Raja of Jind.' * 


In 1837, Sukiia Singh complained of* the interference of Raja 
Sarup Singh of Jind in a dispute between him and his younger 
brother. As Sarup Singh and Sukha Singh had been claimants to 
the Jind rulership, the latter accused the former of being hostile 


1. Kfriaer lu (^erlt Ootobov 9, 1834, B. N. U b. N. ^^3 

In regard to Clerk b two arguments of equity and l)otter manage- 
ment, 1 raser replied that? it miglit be more equitable but it would not 
be ju.t to giTe more share to Sahib Sin^h a« it waa agai.mt law. If 
the estate wae badly damaged, it would mem. loss to the paitie« concerned, 
l-raaer tmally added ; “ It was our buisneas to adroiniater j.iHtiee uninfluenced 
by the recommeudadtion or wiahes of individuols.” 

2 . (,'lerk to Fraser, (letober 2 », I 134 , j,. n. 80, b. N. 184. 

Griffin wrongly gives the date ns 181fi-“'1 he law of Inheritance to 
Chiefships ( p. 14 ).*» 

S. The Raja of Jind was Sangat Singh, but ha died in November U 34 . 
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towards him. Clerk admitted the bias of Sarup Singh for Bhagwan 
Singh but thought there was little scope for exercising it. That was 
why he had asked Sarup Singh to arrange an amicable settlement. 
Finally the two brothers were awarded equal shares,^ 

4. The estate of Vazir Singh Sham Singhia. Vazir Singh 

died in 1839 leaving three sons.Kaushal Singh from one wife 

and Sooba Singh and Jeevan Singh frotn an other. In 1833, Clerk 
had made an ecjual partition between Vazir Singh and his three 
sons, reserving a Sardari for Vazir Singh. There were now two claim 

-ants to tile Sajdari.the eldest Sooba Singh and Khushal Singh. 

The latter also produced an alleged deed of gift from his father. 
Clerk settled that the whole estate, including the lapsed Sardari 
should be divided eciually »imong the three brothers.* 


o. The Estate of Nand Singh of Kamanu Misal. Nand Singh 
of Kamariii Misal died m 1828. His widow Man Kunwar tirst made a 
complaint to the Chief of Patiala, claiming tha^ she should be allowed 
to succeed to the estate instead of Natha Singh and Bhup Singh-the 


1. Clork to Motcallo, August 4, IS37, J3. N: 83, L, N. 36. 

Motcalfi' asked (Merk in his despatch of August 10, J837, that he 
should satisfy liiuiaelf of a strict adherence on the part of the Raja to 
his strict instructions and added that Sukha Singh expressed any dis¬ 
satisfaction with Clerk’s decision. He would call for the file of the 
case. (B. N. 37. p. 237.) Metcafo did call for the file, as on Novemebr 
20, J838, he informed Clerk that the apj^eal of Sukha Singh against 
his decision had been dismissed B. N. 38, p* 367. 

2 Clerk to Metcalfe, January 22, 1841, B. N. 83, b. N« 169. 
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two brothers of the deceased Chief.^ The brothers contended that the 
widow could only succeed if she remarried into her husbands' family. 
Clerk observed that this was “ only an expedient for the amalgamation 
of rival pretensions and it may be argued that, generally speaking, the 
widow has little'reliance on the validity of hers or she would not so 

overcome the repugnance which on many acc )unt8-she feels at such 

a connection in order to obtain food and clothing." 


l. It .seamed that Metcalfe and Clerk had not aereed about the decision of the 
ua the former referred it to the Supreme Government. He also discussed 
it througlily. Kartm Sinjzh had divided his tO Horse share thus : 4 to 

Natha Singh, te Khushal Singh and 3 to Nand Singh. On the death of 

the last, his widow succeeded conjointly with her mother-in-law and remain¬ 
ed in possession for ten years when the was dippossessed by Natha Singh 
and Khushal Singh. The ease was referred by Clerk to Patiala with the 
consent of the brothers but against the wishep of the widow. The ruler of 
Patiala divided the preperty in three equal parts, fir.st to the widow, second 
to her mother-in-law and third to the brothcTB, TVie reasons put forword 
by Metcalfe for not agroe'ng to the decision were | — 

(1) Tho widow protested against Patiala’s acting as umpite. 

(2) The Kaja of Patiala did not possess any right of suprcTnacy 
either by inheritance or prescription ” over the Kamanii Sikhs hut had 

begun to be consulted. 

(3) Because the Raja had not adduced any satisfactory prof>f in 

support of his assertion that by the usages of the family the widow of 
Nand Singh was only entitled to maintenance. 

^4) Because the Raja assigned only one Horse share and his decision 
was not based upon established law or precedents. 

(5) Clerk’s view was not borne out by facts. 

(6) Clerk’s view that no special usages exist in the Kamanu 

MTsal was wrong. 

(7) Because it was unjust to deprive the widow of her right. 

(8) Because the widow was permitted subsequent to the award 

of Patiala Chief, to substantiate her right by evidence. (B. N. 38, 

L. N. 92 and B. N. 38, p. 422-24). 


Continued on next page 
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Metcalfe had desired that the case should be decided according to 
the Hindu LawJ To this Clerk was opposed a j it would prove embaraw 
ing were the Supreme Government to resolve Sikh Cases of Inheritance 
according to the Hindu Shastra. He further observed : Its admission 

by the authority of the Supreme Government would case many to insist 
on it when it fruited their interest while others again could never be 
induced to abide by it. Thus wo should have made no progress towards 
a uniformity of judgment. On the contrary, greater confusion might 
result from the vain hopes thus excited.’* Clerk quoted many instances 
n which parties of rank and influence had prot^ued agairnt the appli 


Continued from page oiK 


In reply, Clerk added that Metcalfe bad been led to a miaapprebenflion 
of the connection between Patiala and Kamanii Sikb». Patiala’a Supremacy 
bad been eatablished and was of some standing. They bad been first subjected 
to Patiala by Ochterlony in 181 > on account of their divisions. Thus the 
objections 1 and 2 raised by Metcalfe were not proper. As regards objections 
No. 3 to 6 of Metcalfe, Clerk added thiit succession ^^aB regulaled by no fixed 
rule ; about objections 7, 8 and 9. Clerk wrote that the widow, Man Kunwar 
had appealed to Patiala in 1832 or 1833 four years after her husband’s death ; 
the delay was caused by the fact that a year or two might be supposed to 
elapse during which the widow abstained from the discussion of worldly affairs 
and that some time might have been taken in the attemptg to persuade her to 
Reunited to her brother-indaw (BN. 83, L. N. 110). 

!• Metcalfe had observed* ** I am well aware that th # Shaster is not 

aoknowledj^ed in the Sikhs as authority for their guidance yet in 

the absence of any wsll<established custom, we cannot, I presume, be far 
wrong in following the tenets of a religion moat assimilating their own 
and to which I have known the Sikhs themselves refer when favour¬ 
able to their interests.*' (B. N# 31, L. N. 88.). 
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cation of Hindu Law.^ Finally, he expressed the view that the widows 
should be granted an adequate maiiitcaaiicu. while the two brotheis 
should be allowed to succeed eqally to the inheritance oi Nand 
Singh.^ 


T). The Estate of Gajja Singh of Kamanu Misal. Gajja Singh 

left two sons-Chet Singh and Fateh Singh-by one wife and five 

sons and a daughter by another. The former two claimed to inherit by 

Chunda Bund **-by which equal portion devolved to the family of 

each widow without reference to the number of their oft-s})rijig. The 
latter five claimed to inherit according to ‘ Bhai bund * or equal shares 
to all sons without reference to mothers.* 


Thair over-lord, the Patiala ruler, referred the case to the arbitration 
of two of their relations, namely Dya Kunwar, their aunt, and Kushal 
Singh of the same Missal. The arbitrators partitioned the estate into 
eight equal parts, a half-share and a well of laud. Gurmukh Singh, 
being the eldest, was given an additional share ; half share was given 
to his step-mother (mother of Chet Singh and Fateh Singh) and the 
well of land to the sister. On the ruler consulting Clerk as to the 
merits of the case, the latter declared that the decision was just if 
the custom of the family to the inheritance was “B hai-bund'*, he 
also enquired of Gurmukh Singh, to whom the superior share as * Sardari’ 
had been assigned, was the eldest. The Baja replie d that there was 
no fixed law of inheritance among the Kamanu Sikhs and that Gurmukh 


1. Clerk had already expressed his opinion in the case of Sarup Singh of Jind 
where he had remarked that it would be a mistake to adopt the principles of 
Hindir Law in the matter of succession. (B. N. 82, L. N. 44, March 23. 1836). 

Clerk quoted cases in which formal protests had been lodged by important 
people. There were : Kand Kunwar versus Qulab Singh ; Amar Singh versus 
brothers; Bhim Singh versus Dharmu, and Prem Kunwar versus Jamiyat Singh. 

2. Clerk to Maddock, March 16, 1839, B. N. 83, L. N. 110, 

That was perhaps the final deoisiou of the case, as there is no further 
mention of it. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, Kovember 24, 1840, B. N. 83, L. K. 167. 



Smgh wa8 the eldest; moreover, at he declared, the arbitration had 
been accepted by all and it was no use disturbing the arrangement. 
Later on however, the estate was almost equally divided.^ 

I now turn to the problem of succession on failure of male 
heirs. Ordinarily and according to the Sikh law, the estate should 
have gone to the widow or widows of the deceased Chief. Butin 
actual practice it was not always so. Government was not in favour 
of female succession, as it led to various other comp lications.* The 
Resident drew Clerk’s attention to the following observations of the 
Vice-President in Council*; — 

“In some families widows succeed in preference to collateral 
male heirs—in others it has not been customary to allow the succession 
of widows. Of all the customs which exist among the Sikhs on this 
point, the succession of widows is the one which is most desirable 
to abolish. But even this, where it is clearly established, it would, 
the Vice-President in Council conceives, be unjust to set aside ; although 
in any doubtful case it would be expedient to do so Notwithstanding 
this, however, no rigid rules wer6 laid down. For example, when Sirdar 
Budh Singh, Chief of Bullae and Ahmedpur, died his two widows 


1. clerk to Metcalfe, November 24, 1840, B. N. 83. L. N. 107. 

The Bister died and the Patiala ruler divided the estate into eight equal 
parts ; seven were given to the seven brothers, while the eighth was divided 
between Gunnukh Singh and his stop-mother ; tlie Paja was of the view that an 
entire share was too much to bo assigned in ‘ Sardari ’ out of so small an 
estate. So the estate was almost equally divided except lor a slightly bigger 
share to Gurmukh Singh. 

2. Clerk himself had spoken of the evil results of such female succession in his 
letter of September 3, 1831, when discussing the claim to the inheritance of the 
estate of Kbarak Singh of Shahabad (B. N. 77, L. N. 61). 

3. Martin to Clerk, January 4, 1832, L. N. 3 . 

Swinton to Prinsep, November 18t 1831, B. N. 32, p. 17. 
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wer# allowed to hold his estate until the whole would devolre on 
the survivor.^ Tliey were given two alternativeB by the Resident ; 
either they could hold it jointly, the survivor succeeding to the 
Whole estate or the estate be equally divided between them but the 
survivor could not succeed to the other portion at the death of the holder.* 
They chose the former alternative and were placed in joint possespion of 
the estate by Clerk,* at the orders of Government, the Governor-General 
declaring that he had no desire to disturb or interfere with this law of 
succession.* 

The estate of Thanesar exhibits two oases contradictory in 
nature. After the death of Punjab Singh in 1823, his nephew Jamiyat 
Singh succeeded in preference to the claim of the widow Prem Kaur. 
When Jamiyat Singh died in 1831 without children, even then she put 
forward her claim, but it was rejected.* The senior widow of Jamiyat 
Singh was pregnant; she was delivered of a still-born child. Clerk reoom- 
mended the escheat of the state, with provision for Jamiyat Sidgh’s 


1. Clerk to Martin, September 18, 1831, B 77, L, N. 67- 
Clerk to Martin, January 26, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 6. 

The question was c omplicaied as the Chiefship was subordinate to that 
ot Thanesar and Jamiyat Singh claimed the estate as an escheat. Prinaep wrote 
to Marlin, after referring to the orders passed in 1815 by Oovemmont, that the 
Governor-Oeiieral conourred with his views that the two villages .of Ahmedpur 
and Ballae had been separated from Thanesar as ** an indepsndsnt and here¬ 
ditary possession for Sardar Boodh Singh” (B. N. 82, p. 12-13). 

2. Martin to Clerk, January 4, 1832, B. N. 32, L. N. 2. 

3. Clerk to Martin, January 26, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 3. 

4. Martin to Clerk, January 4, 1832. B. N. 32, L. N. 2. 

Prinsep to Martin, December 31, 1831, B. N. 32, p, 12-13. 

Prinaep quoted the case of Buria in which the wide ws had been allowed te 
succeed. 

6. Clerk to Martiiti Japnar^ 8, 1832, B. K. 78, N. 3. 
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widows and those of his predecessors who were still alive.^ But in the bigger 
estate of Tlmntsar, the estate of Bhanga Singh, a widow was allowed to 
succeed, She was none other than Mai Jian, the vidow of Bhanga Singh. 
Bhanga Singh had left a son Fateh Singh who died in 181b leaving two 
widows Chand Kunwar and Roop Kunwar.* Mai Jian was put in charge 
of the estate on account of the youth of her daughters-in-law. Later on, 
with the sanction of Government, Chand Kunwar was placed in the 
management by her mother-in-law who died in 1836. After her death 
Chand Kunwar and Boop Kunwar, were allowed to manage the estate 
jointly.* 


Another case of a widow sueceeding to the estate is illustrated by 
the estate of Gudouli, Aftet the death of Ram Singh the estate passed 
into the bands of his widow Sant Kunwar. Later on she was ejected on 
account of her bad character and her estate lapsed to the British 
Government.* 


1. Clerk to Fraser, May 14, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 23. 

2. (^erk to Martin, December 1,1831. B. N. 77, L. N. 114. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 18,1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 105. 

4. Clerk to Thomason, January 27, 1841, B. N. 83, p. 289. 

A well-known case was of the widows of Bhagwan Singh of Buria. His 
estate was divided on his death in 1813 between his two widows, Dya Kunwar 

and Jiani Sukhau. Dya Kunwar died in 1828 and her share lapsed to Govern* 
ment. 

Birch to Ochterlony, B. N. 65, L. N. 80, and 
Ochterlony to Birch, B. N, 21, LL. N. 57, aod 59. 

Another case of wiflow succession was also to be found in the Buria 
estate. «ardar Jaimal Singh, owner of three-fifths of the estate, died in 1817 . 

was at first given to big brother, Gulab Singh, but later on his widow, Nand 
Kunwar, appealing against the decision, got the estate <B. N. 19, L, N. 88 and 
p. N. 76. L. N. 96). 

continued 6nlnt»t fogt 
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Tn order to minimise the evils of female succession, the Sikhs 
had reCours to a custom by which a wi^ow married a brother of the 


Contimipd from page 44 

iSiinihirly tlie entate of Kai Singh oi SJiahabad waa dividad between his 

two widows-Sulakhan and Qauran, All these cases occurred before ('Jerk s 

time. 


1 . 


2 . 

3 . 


4. 


T). 


iS. 


7 


8 . 


9 . 


10 . 


11 . 


12 . 


Clerk to Fraser, October 20, 1833. B. N. 79. L. N. 120. 


Murray had cited the following cases in wliioh the widows bad su^ ' ceded 
to Chiefships on failure of male issue and of brothers and nephews of their 
husbands :— 


Ambala. Sardarni Dya Kaur siicceede<l to her husband Gurbaksb 

Singh in the Chiefehip. 

Bilaspur. Dya Kaur succeeded her hurtband Sher Singh in the Chiefship. 

I^ashkar Khan. Sardarnis Warai, Bhagan and Raisa succeeded Mohar Singh 

Kishanwala* 


Tin. 


Sardarni Dharmu succeeded to her husband Sangat Singli. 


PaJcheppar. 

Chilloun^i 

Mustafabad. 

Thanesar. 

Ridaiir. 

Buria and 
Jagadhari. 

Buria. 


Dhanaura. 




Sardarni Jaiiea siujceeded her husband Bhag Singl». 
Sardarnis Raj Kaur and Ram Kaur succeeded their hunbaud 
Bhagel Singh. 

Cauran succeeded to her husband Mehtsb SingYj. 

Mai Jian succeeded her son Fateh Singh. 

lad Kunwar succeeded her husband Dulcha Singh, as he 
left only an illegitimate nephew. 

Dya Kaur and Sukhan succeeded Sardar Bhagwan Singh, 
their husband (cited by Clerk aleo). 

Nand Kaur, widow of Jaimal Singh succeeded to her 
husband's estate in preference to Oulab Singh, half brother 
of Jaimal Singh, (cited by Clerk also). 

Raj Kaur, Hukam Kaur and Sukka succeeded their 
husband Sudda Singh who divided it among them during 
his Ufe>time. The first died in 1824 and was succeeded 
by Sahib Singb, the nephew of Sudda Singh, 

Murray to Colebrooke, January 10; 1128, B. n. 74 . 

. . . V .V.T ' J 


Continued on the next page 
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deceased husband. Thus that brother could succeed to the estate. The 
brother generally selected was the one younger to the deceased husband. 
This custom was known as the * Karewa ' or * Chaddar-Daina'. This 
type of merriage wae recegnieea as lawful ameng the Jat Sikhs and the 
olF«spring of suck union was considered competent to inherit his father's 
properiv 


Continued from page 46 

There is one case in wliioh a woman is appointed as the Regent 
for a minor. Kahan Singh of Shahabad died leaving a minor son, five years’ 
old. Clerk appointed Mai Rup Kimwar, the mother of Kahan Singh and 
g>^ra&d-iDother of the minor as regent. 

Clerk to Metcalfe. August 19. 1836. B. N. iS. 1^. N. 138. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, Heptember Stt, B. N. 3fi, L, N. 84. 

Clerk to Metoaife, November 19, 1836, B. N. 88, L. N. 170. 

1, Murray states ; Two forms of Hymensl connection obtain among the Jat 
families——the Beeah or Shadi contracted in juvenile yesrs and the ‘ Kureiwa * 
or *Chuddar Dalna' at an advanced perioti of life, generally with the widow of a 
deoeaaed brother ; the first is considered more honourable but the Kureiwa by 
no means preeludes the sucoession of the issue to landed and personal property.” 
(B. N. 76. L. N. 22S). 

Even, as regards this form of marriage, the usage among the Sikhs was 
* not very clear—for example, the Court of Directors in a despatch dated July 
18, DH8, observed : ** The answers to the various Sikh Chiefs to the queries 
circulated among them on thoiiibjoct of Kureiwa morriage are conclusive as to 
the validity of that ceremony when performed with a woman, standing in 
certain dogreeni of relationship by the Chief and in many of the Sikh families 
ovon with a w6uan entirely onconnoetod with the family, hut on the last point 
the answers are not s6 uniform as on the first and the usage of different 
familieo would appiedr to differ.** The Court further desired that more infor- 
matiow ihould be required from the Chiefs (B. N. 39, L. N. 4). 

m mM ftift. 



Sever*! instenoe* prove this ftct. The ease of Biehan Singh of 
Ladran ia quite typical. Hia father bad married hia mother by 
, ‘ Cheddar-Dalna ' ritea aud had two other aona from another wife. 
Biahan Singh was .-iven half of hia father’a property, in spite of the 
efforU of Raja of Nabha, who wanted to give him less. The Resident 
declared that the ‘ Chaddar-Dalna ’ was a fundamental law of the Sikhs 
that could not be ignored,* 

The ‘ Karewa ’ marriage was not in vogue among the Sikhs 
who were origioally Brahmins or Kashatriyas.* No body can deny 


Continued from, foge 46. 

Clerk pointed out pf^rfionully to the Chiefs the defects of their AnswerH 
‘‘where they seemed not sufficiently explicit” but*' the ieudenoy of their replies 
in conversation...has been to exhibit their inabilty to be more explicit in their 
explanations of a law of inheritance.” B. N. 83, L. N. 116. 

So the (governor General wrote to tbo CWrt of Directors that it had been 
found impracticable to obtain moroexplict information respecting the usages of 
the Sikhs with reference to this form of marriage. The Court admitted tliat 
this question which like almost all questions conneoted with the inheritance 
among the Sikhs appear tu be invoWd in great confusion by varying ueage...”. 

Thomason to Clerk H. K. 128, L, N, 76, and an extract of a letter 
No. 27 (para 31) dated July 29, 1840, from the Court of Direciore. 

1. Clerk to Fraser, August 5, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 66, 

Fraser to Clerk, March 20 1834, B. N* 34, L. N. 24. 

Fraser to Clerk* October 9, 1834, B. N. 34, L N. 63 

2. Among the caste Hindus, we do not hear of suoh marriages. As Clerk days 
“ this practice was held in contempt by all but a few of the impure 
castes of Hindus ” B. N. 78. L. N. 81. 


Continued on next page. 



t4l ] 


oortain advantage* of the ‘Karewa*. In a period of turmoil and 
diaorderi the alliance between a brother-in-law and a sister-in law 


Continued from 47 gage. 

stated that Karewa was prevalent Among all the statei 
ex<.‘ 0 |>t Kaith il where widows were set aside in favour of the brothers 
of the deceased ('hiel, if he died without male iseue. He thas explained 
the utility of this form ofmrrriage:— 

This practice assimilates both with the Hindoo and Livitical laws 
and serves as a c.ountor-activo to the many evils attendant upon female 
rule ; it further obviates tho dishonour entailed Chieftain! I)y the irregu¬ 

larities of young wkh'ws in possession of power, wealth and authority. 

.if the free will of the widows wore ronsulted, it is scarcely te be 

doubted that she would have preferred the ove of rule and chftrms of liberty 
to the attention of sacrifioing her claim to her brother-in-law ... ("ustom, 
necessity and not < )io <-e must ha^ e led them to yield to the adoption of an 
usage which must often prove repugnant to their natures and disgusting to 
their feelings. 

.Upon the must tliligent and careful inquiry, I have failed to discover 

any precedent of a widow living independent and at the same lime holding the 
landed property of her deceased husband to the prejudice of a full brother or 
naphew of his.’' 

Further, he described it to be a ceremony by which the eldest surviving 
brother of the deceased placed a white robe on the widow and made her his 
wife. In a letter to the Resident, he quoted the following cases of Karewa : — 

1. Patiala. Amar Singh threw the sheet ov'or the widow 

of hie brother Himinat Singh who died 
without heirs. 

Hamir Singh threw the sheet over the widow 
of bis hetriess brother Kapur Singh and took 
all the landed property and also his private 
one. Raja Jaswant Singh of Nabha was the 
issue of that * Knrewa ’. 

CofUinmc on next page. 


2. Nabha. 
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Bared an estate from partition^ and fragmentation. 

Sometimes a widow shonld not agree ^ to remarry. What was 
to be done in that case ? The best !»olution was to grant a pro¬ 
vision to the widow and allow the brother to succeed to the contested 


Confinaed from page 48 

3. Thauesar : (<iulab 8mgh threw the sheet over Kattan Kuiiwar* tbi 

widow of Melitab biiigh, his elder brother and seoured 
the Chiefship. 

4. Jind ; Gajpat Singh threw the sheet over the widow of hie 

brother Alain Sihgh. 

5 Mustafabad ; Mehtab Singh threw the sheet over Gauran* widow of 

his brother Mirza Singli ; after the death of Mehtab 
Singh, (Jaurau was put in possession of Mustaf abadi 

8. Ladwa; Gurrlit Singh, the father of Sarcliir Ajit Singh ol hadwa, 

tlirow the sheet over the widow of his elder brother 
Sahib Singh and obtained tlie Chiefsbip. 

7 Laslikar Khan ICi Sarai; Mohan Singh threw the sheet over the widow of his 

older brother Anup Singh and obtained the Chiefsbip. 

8. Shahid: (lulab Singh threw the sheet over the widow of his 

brother Mehtab Singh and took his landed property. 

9. Kung Hari Singh throw the sheet over the widow of his elder 

brother Beer Singh and took the property. 

10. Fyzallapoor : S, Budh Singh threw the sheet over the widow of bis 

brother 6udh Singh and had a numerous family by the 
widow. 

Murray to Oolebrooke, January 10, 1828, B. N. 74, L. N. 217, 

1. As Clerk observed, **ln fact it seems difficult to account for tliat frequent 
recourse which f^rst families among these Chiefs are observed to have had to a 
practice ... otherewise than in the circumstances oi its affording ... but a 
more pacific mode than that of determination by the sword, of wresting the 
widow that which the law has adjudged to her.” (B.N.77, L.N.61) 



estate.^ This actually happened in the 8hahabad case, which is 
discussed below.^ 


Kharak Singh, a share-holder in Shahabafl estate, died without 
issue, leaving two widows and an es/ate worth Rs. 0000 a year. The first 
widow claimed to inherit the whole estate, with tlie exception of a provi¬ 
sion for the second widow, Sher Singh, the elder and full brother 
ofKharak Singh, wanted to marry her by ‘Karewa' rite and thus 
inherit the estate. Clerk admitted that differences of such nature 
were arranged by the male cla inant marrying his deceased brother's 
wid <w but said that she had the right of exercising her discretion 
ill the matter. In this case the widow was unwilling to re*marry 
because she looked upon Sher Singh, who was just like a father 
to her with feelings of respect. 


Clerk referred to the report of Murray, dated January 10 
1828, in which he had considered the prevailing practice of success- 
to landed property among tho Sikhs, and had pointed out the evils 
of female succession, though he hid also admitted the absence of 
any fully developed rule to guide Govormnerit. Clerk also was of 
the same belief and he a])|)oaled to Goveniuient to be more consis¬ 
tent in such oases, 


The resident wrote back, quoting a letter from the Secretary 
to the Governor—General : “The Governor— General in Council con 
curs with you in opinion that the best mode of settling the disput<^ 
..will be to recur to the practice of Kuroiwa or Chuddar Dalna, 


1, Government had declared its wishes as follows:— •* When the right of 
‘Chadderdalna’ is vested in the brother of the deceased Chief, the right ot 
succession may be considered to be virtually vested in the same individual and if 
the widow be aveise from the connection, the ceremony of the sheet' may well 
be dispensed with, the widow receiving a suitable provision and being in widow’- 
hood instead of being married to her husband’s brother"-B. N. 32, p.lS. 


2. Clerk to Martin, September 3, 1831, B.N. 77, L N. 01- 




that is to recognise the brother c.n condition of his takin^r the widow 
into the family and treating her ms his wife.i Unfortunately, that 
decision could not he carried on account of tlie reluctance^ " of the 
widow to marry Shor Siugh. (lux(‘riuneiit U|)hold her objection as 
Shcr Singh, boiiig the elder brother, could not tniirry the widow of 
the younger brother, Fraser remarking : ‘‘ Tliis can be done only 

by younger brothers, taking the wife or wivtii of an elder brother'*. 
Sher Singh was allowed to siuu^ei^ to the es^iate of Kiiarak Singh 
but his personal property was given to the widows. They were also 
provided ; the elder widow receiving Ks. 1300 and the younger Rs. 
1100 a year.* 

Perhaps, the most imjairtaiit case relating to the legality of 
Karewa marriage was that of Ba8>awa Singh of Bydwan.® He was 
the son of Jasaa Singh, the eldest of the three’ brothers, who inheri¬ 
ted the estate of Dydwan. He married first Sahib Kaur who was 
still Mlive but was childless ; his second wife was Bishan Kaur who 
also died chi dless ; the third was Khain] Kaur, a coushi of Bisban 
Kaur and widow (^f Dul Singh, who was rruuricd to Jassa Singh by 
“Ohaddar Dalna*’ form of marriage and liad from hint a son, 

Singh. In Dect iuber, 182 , Murray had jassed orders that the entire 
state should devolve on Khaim Kaur, as being the mother of Bassawa 
gingh. On Jamury 3, 1828, he had reversed his former decision and 


1, Martio to Cle’k, October ll, 18Hi, 11. N. 31, N* 77.) 

Martin forwarded the letter from tlu- Secretary (p. 126—iit 

2. Fraser to Chrk, April 10, B. N- 34, p- 117. 

Kanjit Singh, Shor Singh’s brother, proferiod a complaint against 
the decision. When it was reportol to i./ierk, he relerrod to the orders 
of Governmmt dated October il, l83l. 

Fraser approved ot what had been done. 

Clerk -o Fraser, March 2, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 14. 

Fraser to Clerk, April 10, 1834, B. N. 34, p. 117—18. 

J. Clark to Martin, December 12, 1831, B. N. 77, N. 110. 

The ttdaie yvb' wcith B-s. (KH'e u year, B N. 81 L. N. 117. 
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Bassawa Singh was set aside, on the score of illegitimacythe proof 
of which was brought forward by Bhup Singh and Albail Singh, the 
two surviving brothers of Jansa Smgh.* Khaim Kaur and her sen 
were ejected from the estate watch was divided between the two 
brotbers. A stipnd of Bs. 1000 a year was awarded to Bassawa 


1. The deoieion was thus explained by Murray :— 

“ Kheixn Kaur was a widow in her father’s family when she became 
known to the late Jussa Singh who took her under his protection and she 
continued with him until his death some months back. Her own state¬ 
ment clearly demonstrates that the cuetomary ceremonies attending marriage 
were dispensed with when Jussa Singh received her from the parental 
roof. Under sucli a eenfesFien 1 feel mytell nec^eseary bound to coincide 
with the opinions expressed by the brothers and the widow of the 
deceased that the isbue of such a loose and irregular connection cannot 
in strict propriety be considered legitimate.” B. N. 7f», N. 8, January 
31,^1826. 

Bhup Singh and Ulhel Singh stated : ‘*......That is called Kureiwa when a 

widow is married to her deceased husband’s uterine brother and not that 
where a man takes a woman of a stranger into his house, as in the 
ease of Kheim Kaur (B. N. 76, N, 8). 

Murray had made inquiries for, in an earlier letter, he hod remarked: 
‘ the mother of Bussawah Singh lived under the roof of the late Jussa 
Singh dispensing with even the semblance of a concubial union ”, B. N. 
76, L. N. 226, October 17, 1828. 

In the face of these positive declarations, the orders of Government 
were that the infant son of Jassa Singh by Khaim Kaur was illegitmate 
and possessed no title to succeed him (B. N. 28, L, N. 73, April 9, 18:*8, 
and B. N- 28, p. 236, March 21, 1B28) and that the estate be divided 

between the two brothers of Jassa singh and a provision given to the 
widow (B. N. 28. L. N, 177, July 28, 1828). 

But the division had been temporarily stayed and Colebrooke, the 
Resident had asked Murray if ai y provision was to be made ior Bassawa 
Singh and Khaim Kaur (B. N. 28, L. N. 222, September 2, 1828). 

Murrey belived that Khaim Kaur and her child were entitled 
inaintenance (B, N. 76, L. N, 198, September 16, 18^8. 




Singh and his mother.' Clerk felt that a great injustice had been 
done in the cese which had not been referred to the other Chiefs of 
the rank of Jasaa Singh for their opinion about the legality of Khaim 
Kauris marriage an<i the legitimacy of Basaawa Singh/'* 


1. n^rk to Fraser, October 14, 18H3. B. N. 81, L. N. 117. 

Hawkins, the Resident, snjrgested to Murray that some land shonld be 
assigned for the maintenance of Kh aim Kaiir and her son Rassawa ^^irigh who 
“though pronounced of illegitimate birth is certainly entitled to some provision 
to save him from starving’’. (B. N. 30, L. H. 49, May 28, ISSO). 

Murray on September 8, 1830, informed Hawkins that the estate of Jassa 
Singh was worth about Rs. 6000 a year ; Bhup Singh and Albail Singh wanted 
to grant Khaim Kaur a village worth Rs. 800 per annum while Rs. 1800 a year 
were to be given to Sahib Kunwar, the legitimate wif ^ Khaim Kaur strongly 
objected and demanded Rs. 1800 a year—equal to that of Sahib Kunwar. The 
aardars said that it was very largo and placed “wedlock and illicit commerce 
on an equal footing”. (B. N. 70, L. N. 307) 

Hawkins proposed a cash provision of Rs. 1000 a year for Khaim Kaur and 
Bassawa Singh, to be paid in monthly instalment and observed : “By this 
arrangement a necessary distinction is observed between the nature of her 
claims and those of the widow Sahib Koonwnr” (B. N. 30, h. N. 73, September 
13, 1830). 

Murray communicated the above to Khaim Kaur but she “expressed 
her displeasure in terms and manner so as to lead to a su pf ositicn that she must 
belabouring under a sudden delirium”. She refused to accept the provision not 
only of Rs. 1000 a year but also of the village. Murray concluded; “My best 
endeavours having failed to bring her to listen to reason, she must, 1 conclude, 
be permitted to pursue her own wayward course.” (B. N. 76, L. N. 31B, 
September 20, 1840). 

According to Clerk, she was living in Ambala in great poverty and want; 
her condition excited his pity. She wanted to proceed to Calcutta to lay her 
oassd before the Governor-General. 


?. Clerk to Martin, Deoember 12, 1881, B. N. 77, U N.'HO, 
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Before referring the case to Government, Martin, the Agent 
to the Governor—General, wanted to find out if ‘‘the ceremony of 
Kureiwa was performed as a preliminary to the connection of which 
he is the fruit.” If the question be answered in the affirmative, 
if would be necessary to revise the decision and Bassawa Singh would 
be entitled to claim the estate of hiii late father,^ Martin pointed out 
that the agents of Bassawa Singh had argued that illegitimate sons were 
not excluded from inheritance and so he asked Clerk why the agents 
had not submitted the proof of his legitimacy previously or disputed 
his illegitimacy. Finally, he shrewdly remaiked that the agent would 
not have missed i)ressing that point home, had they been sure of 
Bassawa Singh’s legitimacy. 


Clerk made further enquiries into the nature of the alliance 
contracted between Jassa Singh and Khaim Kaur and come to the 
conclusion that the Karewa marriage had been celebrated,*^ and 
therefore Hassawa Singh was a legitimate child. He further quoted 
the testimony of Sirdars like GulaV) Singh Shahid, who had negotiated 
the alliance. Therefore, the evidence recorded by Murray was erroneous 
Moreover, Khaim Kaur bad never admitted the illegitimacy of her 
son.^ The elder widow, Sahib Kaur, had declared that Jassa Singh did 


1 Martin to Clerk, •December 28, 1831, B. N. 31, L. N. 103. 

Martin added that the point had not deen made clear by Clerk. 

2. But Clerk weakened hie point by observing that the impreseion might be 
erroneous^’^d wae the result of what he had heard iu cidentally memioned 
in conversation. 

3. According to Clerk, the marriage between Jaesa Singh and Khaim Kaur 
liad been publicly celebrated as the former, “went in procession...with 
honour and kottlednims and attended by all his retainers to the house 
of the women’s parents whence he brought her in the same state to 
his own ”• 

4 . Clerk to Martin, January 8, 1832, B. N» 78, li. N, 6. 



uot connect hitnsolf with Khaim Kuir by the Karewa form, but she 
had admitted l)efore Murray that the eonaection had been formed 
according to Karewa, though she asserted her right to hold the Sardari 
during her life although willing to be succeeded by Bassawa Singh. 
There was also the evidence of the relatives of Khaim Kaur and the 
two brothers of Jassa Singh but no reliance could be placed on either 
of the two testimonies. 

It was in 1835 that the case was again opened by a petition 

presented by the two brothers of Jassa Singh.Bhup Singh and 

Albail Singh. ‘ It seemed that some sort of partition had been 
arrived at by Bassawa Singh on one side and his uncle on the 
othcr/-^ Later on the latter declared the seals, affixed on the documents, 
a* forg^rie^. 


Tracing the whole history of the case, Clerk pointed out how 
Bassawa Singh and his mother had been dismissed with a stipend 
of Rs. 1000 a year. His mother Khaim Kaur appeared to have 
gone to Simla in 1831 ; when the case was referred to Murray, he 
held that Khaim Kaur’s marriage bad not been performed according to 
Karewa. Then the case was referred to Clerk. The agent of Bassawa 
Singh repaired to Simla in 1832 and the Secretary to the Governor- 
General had called for the relevant papers from Fraser, who was 
then the Governor—Gonerars Agent at Delhi. Fraser, had observed 
that if the property of Ja.ssa Singh were private property, Bassawa 
Singh could be held the heir. But as it was public property, it 
ought to have escheated to Government. 

Clerk then went on to say that the Supreme Government 
had directed hioi in 1833 to refer the question of Khaim Kaur’e 


1. Clerk bo MeboaJfe, October 14, 1836, B. N. 81, 1.. N. 117. 

Unfortunately, C erk does not give the details of the partiiien— deed. 




marriage to the piinoipal Chiefs. The question was whether accord¬ 
ing to the present custom of the Sikhs, a man can legally be 
married dy the Karewa to a more distant relation than his brother’s 
widow.^ If Karewa marriage with distant relations was legal, the 
legitimacy of Bassawa singh would be established. Clerk did so but 
the reply received from the Chiefs was not very clear, as the 
Court of directors remarked, in a despatch of July 18, 1838.*^ The 
real difficulty, as Clerk pointed out, was that the Chiefs had no 
fixed laws for the determination of inheritance. The best way was to 
deal with oases as they arose individually.* 


Some of the replies of the Chiefs had been re,ceived and 
other not, when the agents of Bhup Singh, Albail Singh and Bassawa 
Singh waited on Clerk at Ambala and informed him that their masUr 
had come to an amicable adjustment of their differenoos by a written 
agreement of which they each tendered copies. The agreement was 
registered in the Agency, Later on, Bhup Singh and Albail 
Singh, declared the agreement to be a forgery, stating that their 
seals had been affixed wiihout their consent. On making enquiries, 
Clerk found that there was no possibility of any mis—-application 
of their seals. The partition had been ^.sketched and forma.ly made 
at trteir residence in the village Sohana and that they themselves 
had affixed their seals in the presence of all their officials and several 
other witnesses—all of whom were forthcoming. Bassawa Singh and 
his mother had also been invited to Sohana and were, therefore, 


1. Clerk to Metcalle, October 14, 1835, B, N. 8l, L, N. 117. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, Mny 18, 1839, B. N. 83, L. N. 116. 

I have already given the despatch in an earlier foot-note. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 18, 1839, B. N* 83, L. N. 116. 

Clerk says **lt is useUss to look to them for any thing satisfactory 
in jurisprudence *. 
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present. Clerk, therefore, ^eracterised the declaration of Bhup Singh 
and Albail Singh as ** a most gratutious misrepresentation.^'* 

The reply of the Secretary at Agra, as sent to Metcalfe^ was 
that both the parties should abide by the agreement they had arriv- 
cd at.* The Court of Directors also refused to disturb the parti¬ 
tion which had taken place by mutual agreement between the actual 
parties.^ 

Another important case arising out of the ‘Karewa* form of 
marriage was that of Dasaundha Singh, the father of Fateh Smgh of 
Hallahar. The question of his legitimacy arose in the time of Murray 
when he claimed to inherit the Cbiefship of Radour. In the 
days of Clerk, his son revired the claim.^ 


Dulcha Singh of Radour and Prem Singh were full brothers. 
On the former’s death, Dasaundha Singh, the latter's son, put fai- 
ward his claim. This was rejected by Murray on the ground of 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, October 14, 1836, B. K, 81, L. N. 117. 

One fails to understand why Bhup Singh end Albeil Singh repudiat¬ 
ed the agreement they had arrived at with Bassawa Singh. 

2. Bushhy to Metcalfe, Decmber 0, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 732-33. 

Metcalfe to Clerk December 21, 1835, B, N. 36, L, N. 88. 

3. Extract of a letter No. 41 from the Court of Directors, dated July 18, 
1838- B. N. 39, L. N. 4, January 15, 1839. 

The Court wrongly called Bassawa Singh as Bahadur Singh and ex¬ 
pressed the opinion that, in the absence of a partition, it might have 
been necessary to reconsider his dormant claim. 


4. Murray to Hawkins, May 12, 1830, B. N. 76, L. N 240* 
Clerk to Metcalfe September 28, 1837, BN 83, L. N. 46. 
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his illegitimacy, the Supreme Government concurring with his decision.^ 

When Daaaundha Singh died in 1830,* his son Fateh Singh 
succeeded him in his claim. Clerk referred the question to the 
Chiefs of the Missal, to which Fateh Singh belonged. All of them 
denounced his pretensions as absurd.* As Clerk himself said: “It is 
a claim to an estate not acquired and possessed by the petitioner's 
ancestor. grounds on which the Supreme Government has so re 


1. Sterling to Hawkins, Deoember 11, 1829. B. N. aO, p. 3. 

Hawkins to Murray, January Jl, 1831, B. N. 30. L. N. 2 
Hawkins, in dismissing Daaauridba Singh’s claim to succeed to Uie Radour estate 
sent a letter of Sterling, the Deputy Secretary to Go\'erninent, addressed to 

himself, which discussed the claims of Dasaundha Singh thus;— •*. 

The essential and conclusive facts that the complaint is not ordy illegiti- 
' mate but the off-spring of nn adulterous connection between his father and 
a female whose husband still survives ... His attempt to show that such 
connections, ara sanctioned by the law and usages of the Sikh states must 
be considered a total failure ... His Lordship in Council does not hesitate, 
therefore to concur in your rejection of Dasaundha Singh’s claim to succeed to 
t/ie estate acquired dy his uncle Sardar Dulcba Singh on the ground of his 
illegitimate birth”. 

2. Hawkins to Murray, May 16, 1830, B. N. 20. L. N. 46. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, Jully 12, 1837, B -N. 37, L. N. 61. 

Metcalfe wrote to Clerk that Fateh Singh had revived the claim of his father 
and was asserting that a Karewa marriage, with a woman whose 
husband is living, was lawful. Clerk was asked to make enquir¬ 
ies from the Chiefs as to how far the marriage was legal in the 

case of Dasaundha Singh’s mother as Government wanted to make 

a final decision in the case. 

According to Murray, Prem Singh married at first Ludhi cmd 

then Kajan. Mahi was a Zamindar who had a daughter Jeeo 

or Jori, married to Turti, a zamindar in the Kaithal territory. 

Prem Singh forced Jori into his house and had by her a boy, 

“the present Dasaundha Singh.” Turti Was alive for many years 
after tbit incident. 

B. N. 74, p. 222, January 12, 1828. 

MO, B. N. 37, L. N. 76, 11, 1837, 



•cently rejected Sarup Singh’s claim to the Parganas acquired by Baja 
Bhag Singh, it is a claim which was formally adv anced on the plea 
that the mother of Dasaundha Singh (the Petitioner’s father) came 
pregnant to the house of Prein Singh; the claim was tried o n these merits 
and rejected*.^ Clerk reminded Metcalfe that Dasaundha Singh had 
qeen pronounced to be the off-spring of an adulterous connection and 
therefore the claim of his son was “very proposterous”; even the Chiefs 
of his tribe were not in favour of bis claims.”* 


1. 01«rk to Metcaie, September 2S, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 45. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, September 28, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 45, 

Clerk said that Fateh Singh had not the support of the widow 
of Sardar Bhagel Singh of Chilaundl who sent her Diwan and 
also a written message to say that she knew no other heir to Radour or to her 

own estate than the British Government. She had remarked : .But that, 

in the event of the Supreme Government relinquishing its rights in Radour 
she is prepared to claim it in virtue of her husband’s supremacy over all the 
Karorsinghia Missal and that on her demise (she is heirless), shoul.. the 
Supreme Government renounce its rights to Radour and to her estate of 
Chilaundi she has no conception of any heirs except the Brahmins of Kankhal 
Hard war on whom these estates should be conferred”. 

Clerk also quoted the opinion of Sardar Sahib Singh of Danoura, one of 
Fateh Singh*8 neighbours, against Dasaundha Singh and observed that but 
for his illegitimacy, Dasaundha Singh would have inherited Radour on the 
demise of Dulcha Singh instead of the widow of the latter. 

Clerk complfldned that the people of Radour were being harassed and 
unsettled by the interference of Patiala. He added that he bad tried to assure 
them but they pointed to Jind and Mustafabad where Patiala candidates had 
successfully established their claim. Fateh Singh was also being backed up by 
Patiala and in order to quieten the people. Clerk suggested that the Patiala 
agents should be d ismisaed. 

In reply, Metcalfe assured Clerk that the reference was due to the orders 
of the Court of Directors and not on account of the request of Patiala 
Raja. In regard to the succession in Jind and Mustafabad, Metcalfe repudiated 
the suspicions of Clsrk that Patieda had anything to do with it; the British 
Government was always anxious to respect lawful rights. 


Metcalfe to Clerk, B. N. 37, U N. 10i» October 17, 1837. 
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The decision of Government was a foregone conclusion. On January 
14, 1839,' Metcalfe conveyed to Clerk the iiiformation that the Govern- 
-ment had rejected the claim of Fateh Si gh to the Chiefship of Radour. 
No other decision was possible in view of the illegitimacy of his 
father. Metcalfe sent also an extract from a despatch of the Court of 
Directors which contained the following observation — 


‘‘ .the renewed inquiry which has very properly been insti 

tuted . seems to have completely negatived the assertion of the 

legitimacy, among the Sikhs of the off ^^pring of a Kureiwa marriage with 
a woman already married to another man and the claim of Futeh 
Singh iny therefore, * ntirely untenable.®'’ 


To come to the right of m widow t > bequeath an estate by 
will .... It was universally acknowledged that a widow hnd the right 
to succeed to an estate but in no case to will it a\^a 3 ^ One case 
occurred before Clerk’s assumption of office. Rani Ind Kaur, the widow 
of Dulclia Singh of Radour left a will by wh ich she wanted her 
estate to go to her daughter’s son, a son of the Ladwa Chief, in 
view of the illegitimacy of Dasauudba Singh. When the Sardarni 
died, the Ladwa Sardar put forward the claim of his son, 
but the claim was rejected on the ground that Ind Kunwar 
could not bequeath her estate by will.® But her personal effects were 
given over to the Ladwa Sardar under instructions of Government.^ 


1. Torrena to Metcalfe, January 5,1839, p. 25. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, January 14, 1839, L. N. 3. 

2. Despatch of the Court of Directors, B. N. 39, p. 26, July 25, No. 43 of 
1838. 

3. ColeV)rooke to Murray, July 7, 1828, B. N. 28, L. N. 169, 

Clerk to Metcalfe, September 28, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N, 46. 

4. Murray to Ooiebrooke, February 10> 1829, B. N. 76, L. N. 292 





Further, widows wore not allowed to practise adoption. In fact the 
principle of adoption was n *t recognised among the Sikhs.^ 

Under the Sikh Law, daughters or their children have no 
right to succeed to an estate even if there are no sons, widows, 
brothers, or nephews.^ This is in conf )rmity with the general princi- 


Tho right of adoption was not allowed either among the Manjha or Malwa 
Hikha, although it was conferred on v^arious Chiefs by Government later 
on. 


Murray, in this connoction had remarked: “Siioh an adoption may 
hold good according to tho Shastors but in my judgment they are more 
applicable to private and personal property than to public Sardarie and 

the general practice of country favours this opinion. I cannot adduce 

fln instance throughout the whole extent of the Sikh States in which the 
female lino has succeeded to Chiofships and landed property by adoption.” 
B. N. 74, L, N. 293. 

It is true that the Hindu Law allows adoption hut there is 
a fundamen^al distinction between private property and a Chiefship. An 
adopted son can legally inherijt his father's private property but he can 
not succeed to the Chiefship, without the sauc-tion of the paramount 
power. Even the younger sous of a Chief are in worse position as c'^mpar- 
od to tlio eldest son who inherits the entire estate. 

2. Murray to Colebrooke, May 7, 1S28, H. N. 75, L. N. 79. 

Murray bad observed. “ riio practice of excluding tho female line 
has no doubt obtained from tho apprehension tliat estate would merge 
into the families of others.” 

B. N. 7L L, N. 200, 

Again he remarked : is a possitive and settled rule among the 

Sikh Chief that the female line is excluded from the succession to Chiefship, 
and landed property” (B. N. 76, L. N. 79, May 7, 1828). 

That wag the reason why the Radotir estate could not go to the 
Ladwa Sardar, although he put forward a claim to that effect. See also 
Murray to Colebrooke, November 16, 1827, B.N. 74, L N. 193. 

On the other bond, Richmond felt that the son of n daughter should 
have the right to inherit an estate as is the case in tin* Hindu law for 
he observed : “A Chief who has no male off-spring but who has grand¬ 
sons, the children of his daughters, is now apprehensive or indeed feels 


Continued on next page 






pies of Hindu Law at the time. In such cases the estates lapsed 
to the over-lord. This principle i*! based on the consideration that 
a daughter, after ht r marriage, is entitled to inherit through her 
husband and therefore should have no claim to the patimony of 
her parents. Thus when Sardarni Bhagan, the second widow of Mohar 
Singh Nishanwala, died, her estate lapsed to Government, inspite of 
her having a daughter.^ Again when Raj Kunwar, widow of Ohawla 
Singh Jameraya, died without heirs, except a grand daughter, the 
latter^s claim was regjttded invalied and the estate was taken over 
by Government.2 Similarly when Mai Gauran of Mustafabad died, her 
estate likewise lapsed to Government, notwithstanding that she had 
a daughter.^ Also, when Mai Dharmun died leaving no male heir, 
her estate of Tira was annexed by Government.^ 


Continued from page 61 

certain that his possessionB will be taken by u», although perhaps no rule 
can be quoted specifying that they shall bo, while it will probably be 
admitted that if the Hindu law of succession is to become a rule, a 
grand-son (the son of a daughter) can inherit when his mother and her 
parents are no more.” .B. N. 88A, L. N. 94, p. 267*68. 

Lawrence, however, agreed with the views of Murray and Clerk, for 
he remarked ; “I do not consider that the rules of Buccession in tho 
Protected Sikh states have hither to been based upon the laws of Hindu 
inheritance ; if they had bean we could not have inherited a single estate, 
for the husbands of each of the widows whom we permitted to inherit, would 
have adopted children as several widows have endeavoured to do, but volun¬ 
tarily against the practice of their sect ; the Mai of ohilaundi, the oldest in 
the Protected States, being so well aware of this, that last August whon I was 
ill her neighbourhood, she begged my interference to secure a single village 
for a lad of her adoption and Rani Sukhan of Dialghar’s whole thoughts are 
turned to obtaining a small reversson to her brothers. All these taots go to 
prove not only that the Hindu Laws of inheritance have not been acted on, 
but the Chiefs are well aware of what has been the practice.” Lawrence’s 
report on Kaithal, April 26, 1844, B. N. 88A. p. 341. 

1. Clerk to Martin, September 26, 1831, B. N, 77, L». N. 6. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, July 7, 1834, B. N. 80, I». N. 89. 

3. Clerk to Fraser, October 25, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N* 186. 

4 . Clerk to Metcalfe, January 20, 1838, B. N, 83, L. N. 68. 
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A word may be added aboai. the claim of illegitimate sons.^ 
They had no right to succeed to an estate. Even in the absence of legiti¬ 
mate sons, the illegitimate sons hud absolutely no claim. The case of 
Bassawa Singh of Bydwan already mentioned, bears this out. So 
does that of Fateh Singh of Hallahar who claimed the estate of Radour 
unsuccessfully owing to the illegitimacy of his father. 


In the jurisdiction of Am be la Agency, a number of non—Sikh 
estates existed alongside the Sikh Estates. In the time of Clerk, there 
arose disputes over inheritance, in three such estates namely Ramgarh,® 


1. Murray had given the cases of three illegitimate children Sahib Singh 
son of Bhanga Singh of Thaneaar, Daanundha Singl] of Badour and Bassawa 
Singh. Of these, the first had better bloDd than the other two as he wag 
born of a slave, who was the propery of Bhag Singh. (B. N. 75, a note 
written in pencil by Murray and inserted between pages 366—367). 

2. The Ramgarh question figured also in the agency of Murray, though not so 
prominently as in the days of Clerk, ns wculd be clear from the following 
despatches:— 

On September 24, 1827, Murray reported that disputes had broken out 
between Narain Das of Bamgarh and his nephew Mian Devi Singh. He des¬ 
cribed how Narain Das a nd Maldev-two brothers-had divided the domain of 
Bamgarh with all its revenues equally. When Maldev died in 1820, violent 
quarrels broke out between Narain- Dass and Devi Singh, the elder son of 
Maldev who was trying "to retain the sole and uncontrolled supremacy with 
a Chief*s share in the estate,” while the former was anxious to preserve the 
old settlement ; according to Murray. Dalip Singh, Devi 6ingh*s younger 
brother, was entitled to halfshare of the produce and fines from his brother’s 
share (B. N. 74, L. N. 163). 

On February 7. 1828, Colebrooke, the Kesident, requested Murray to interfere 
between Narain Dass and Devi Singh so that they might keep peace. (B. N. 
28, L. N. 4). 

On February 12* 1828, Murray replied that he was trying his level best 
to preserve the peace between the two (B. N. 76, L. N. 16). Colebrooke was 
of the view, that if no other arrangement was possible, the administration 
of Ramgarh sheuld be divided between the two. (B. N. 28, L. N. 49, March 
14, 1828). 


Pontirmed on mxt page 
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Kunjpura,^ and Malerkotla^. The first was a Rajput estate, and 
the Other tWij were Fathan principalities. In these states 


Continued from page 30 

When Murray again reported the deplorable states of affair in Ham- 
garh (B. N. 75. L. N. 3, March 30 1828. and B. N. 76, L, N. 43, March 19. 
182 ) Colebrooke expressed the view that the division of the estate could be 
made only if Narain Das and his sons acknowledged Devi Singh as the Chief 
(B. N. 28, L. N. 61, March 24, 1828). 

Muriay recommended that Devi Singh should be allowed to exercise the 
same power ns his father but he should give a moiety of his share t y Dalip 
Singh. (B. N. 75, L. N. 60, March 28, 1828). Clerk, as will be seen, differed 
from this view. 

1. The disputes among the members of the ruling house of Kunjpura were not 

-ojicus, coming from the days of Ochterlony, the first political Agent; 
Much of th» legitimate power and influence which this family might 

reasonably have exercised had been lost by the vmhappy relations of 
different members who hnd qiierrellcd with each other and especially with the 
head of the house, for their own individual objects,** The records of the 
Ambala Agency teem with reference to many disputes of the Kunj- 
purias, who were described as “turbulent and unruly, beyond any 
other race in India and given to habits of aggression, violence 

and contempt of all order and authority,” 

2. The principality of Malerkotla was notorious for disputes between 

Rahmat Ali Khan, son of Nawab Ata Ulla Khan, and Nawab Wazir 

Ali Khan ; after the death of the latter, the dispute existed between 
Rahmat Ali Khan and Nawab Amir Ali Khan, the son of Wazir Ali 
The reason was that Rahmat Ali was much aggrieved at the decision 
of Ochterlony in 1810 by which Wazir Ali Khan representing 
the senior line was declared the ruler of the state, 

Murray*8 remarks about the Marlerkotla family are worth being 

quoted ; 

“.I believe it to be impossible to extract any generally 

beneficial measure from the collected members of this turbulent and 
distracted family beeauss their conflicting interests, ceaseless intrigues 
and mutual jealousy are opposed to system and inimical to order, to 
regulated on just and fundamental principles** Murray Martin, May 
19, I8tl, B. K. 77, N* 39. 


^cfUinved on ntaU fofo 
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also, Clerk and Government were trying to evolve certain laws of 

succession based on equity, justice and even expediency.the 

motives guiding them in the disputes affecting the Sikhs. 

1. Partition Disputes Relating to Ramgarh 

As regards Ramgarh, the succession—dispute proved to be 
a long and bitter one, so much so that it resulted in the admin¬ 
istration of a severe reprimand from the Governor—General to the 
Resident at Delhi, between whom and Clerk was generated, in turn, 
ill-feeling thereby. The problem was whether this estate should be 
partitioned or the chiefship in it preserved entire. As would be 
clear, Clerk w.is able to save the estate from fragmentation. 


Ramgarh had been a fief of the Raja of Nalagarh and its 
Chiefs were Rajputs and known as Mians. About the time of Metcalfe's 
mission, they offered their allegiance to the Raja of Sirmur but 
declared their independence when that ruler was attacked by the 
Qurkhas.i Later, the Sirmur Raja claimed their allegiance again, but 
it was not allowed by Ochterlony,^ though the four principal Sikh 
Chiefs had declared (when the query was put to them by Ochterlouy) 


(Continued from 'page 64) 

Clerk, after agreeing with Murray’s opinioo, expressed himself, as 
follows :— 

** What Captain Murray anticipated, my own experience has confirm¬ 
ed. It is vain to effect unanimity among the members of this family on 
this point. Some of the most influential are interested In subjecting inherit¬ 
ance to the Shurreh, claiming its laws as applicable to all of their religious 
persuasion. Others discard the Shurreh, deny that its'rules have hitherto 

been the guidance of the family.which is the fact.and prefer to adhere 

to their ancient usages. Unfortunately their family customs in respect to 
inheritance have not hitherto been uniforip.” 

6, N. 82, L. N. 131, Augu8t4, 1836. 

1. Clerk to Fraser, November 6, 1832, B.N.78, L.N.74. 

2. Olwk to Prinsep, October 10, 1831, B. N. 77, h. N. 00. 






that the Mians of Raingarh had owed allegiance to and were 
,the servants of the Sirmur Raja.' 


Ramgarh had been administered by two brothers... Maldeo Singh 
and Narain Das but the superior jurisdication was vested in the former 
being the elder of two. After the death of Maldeo, Mian Narain Das 
wanted to assert his superior claims in the management of the Taaliik 
or to obtain independent possession of one half* of the estate ; the 
town of Ramgarh had already been divided under the orders of the 
Government, in the life time of Maldeo.^ Mian Maldeo had left two 

sons.Devi Singh, the elder and Dalip Singh the younger half— 

brother. As mentioned before, the younger brother, emboldened by 
the example of his uncle, wanted half of Devi Singh’s estate. Devi 
Singh was opposed to the claims of both and his objection in the 
♦^yes of Clerk, vvas quite “valid and proper ” Dilip Singh went to 
Simla in order to press his claims before the Governer—General,^ 


1. In the Cfllpiilta Review, it hn« been wronply paid that the Mians of Ram¬ 

garh became independent of the Nabha Raja. Actually they became inde¬ 
pendent of the Nahan or Sirmur Raja — Volume II, p.200. 

2. Clerk to Martin, September 27, 1831, B, N. 77, L. N. 79. 

3. Dalip Singh submitted a petition to Lord William Bentink dated September 

25« 1831, in whioh he said that be had Mearnt with as much sorrow as 
die-appointment that the decision passed by Sir E. Colebrooke against which 
he appealed ... is to stand gcod\ (Inserted in B. N, 31 between p.ll3 and 
114). 

Prinsop wrote to Clerk from Simla that Dalip Singh’s case had been 
referred to the Council at Calcutta and that the Governer-Qoneral would 
^*make no order” in favour of Dalip Singh, till he heard from him. He also 
luimourously remarked* ”If independent Chiefs are to increase and multiply 
at Malthus’s rates of geometrical progression, we shall Oiid in a community 
of independent individuals and that will be such a state of society that the 
world never experimented upon yet.” (B. JS. 31, L. N, 72, October 1, 1831). 

{C^niimied on mxt pa^e\ 
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Clerk invited Devi Singh and Najain Das to Ambala, The 
former came but Narain Das was unable or unvvilliji^^ to com e. Clerk 
wanted Devi Singh to give Rs. 3000 a year to Dalip Singh, but he was 
not willing to give more than Rs. 2000 pleading that the anual income 
of the estate was only about Rs. 7000.^ Clerk therfore agreed to accept 
that figure ‘‘with an additional sum of Rs. 1000 on the return of that 


{Continued from page. 66) 

Beenon, the Private Secretary of the Governer-General, was of the view 
that the case involved intereslB which gave it a g»oat importance. (B. N. 
31, L. N. 68). 

Martin had made certain observations in his doBpaich to Prinsep. 11 
explained how Rarngarh, had been in Maldeo's management since 3M>9, 
although he had also associatod hie brother Narain Das “to an ecpial 
participation in all the privileges and emoliiincuts of his authority**. This 
decision was not suffioiont to support Dalip Siugh*a contention as conse¬ 
quences of great public of inconvenience would result from its adxniBsion; more¬ 
over, peace and welfare of the people would be affected by the c.<naequence 
of that division. He remarked: ... howaver sanctioned it may be by the 

established usage of the country, a regard to the security of tbeae important 
objects dictates the propriety of so far modifying that usage in the case of 
independent principalities, as to preserve the unity of control which is 
indispensable to the vigorous exercise of authority and to prevent the number¬ 
less disputes and differences which are inseparable from the existence of 
various petty jurisdictions, each claiming the exercise of independent rights 
... with a view ... to afford to the peace and order of the cotmtry that 
protection which it is equally our privilege anb o ur duty to administer. I 
am strongly of opinion that it is very desirable to retard as much as 
possible the process of territorial sub-divisions.” Martin, therefore, suggested 
to Government that it would be expedient to confirm Colebrpoke*s decision 
restricting Dalip Singh*8 '^pretensions to the right ef a suitable maintenanee 
from his elder brother.** 

(B. Nr 31, L. N. 62, September 14, 1831) 

As would be seen, that principle was to guide the ultimate decision 
in this case. 

1 Clerk to Martin, September 27, 1831, B. N, 77, L, N. 79. 

The actual revenue only amouted to Rs. 6500. 



peace and order at Ramgarli which he for one has been very instruinenial 
in disturbing". Accordingly Clerk asked the resident to recommend to 
the Governor-General that Dalip Singh be dismissed from Simla and 
directed to rep air to Kamgarh. Nafain Das was to be placed on 
the footing he had in he days of his elder brother. The Resident 
thought the provision pro])osed for Dalip Singh, with the promise 
of eventual augmentation to be just and adeejuateT 


The case was referred to the Governor-General, who declared 
that the Taaliiq had been held by IVlaldeo and Narain Das jointly but 
the Chiefship had been held by the former^. According t(j the Governor- 
General, the question w^as whether the Sirdari belonged to the brother 
or the eldest son; another (]uestion was how much the younger brother 
had to get. The Governor-General went on to say that by the custom 
of the family the Chiefshij> or Sirdari was an hereditary right to descend 
in the direct line, consequently the eldest son of the deceased Mian 
Maldeo Singh must be recognised as tlie Sirdar and the riglit of his 
younger brother Dalip Singh would be confined to a younger brother’s 
allow^ance or portion of the inheritance.*^ As f:ir as possible, the 
Governor-.General added, arrangements should 1 ( made by which the 
claims of Dalip Singh be satisfied without further dismemberment of 
the estate. 


Clerk went in person to Ramgarh in marh, 1832, to carry out 
the intentions of Government. He declared Devi Singh as the Chief 


1. Martin to Clerk, {September 29, 1831, B. N, 31, L. N. 60. 

Martin to Clerk, October 10, 1831, B. N. 31, L. N. C8. 

2. Martin to Cleric, January 4, 1832, B. N. 32, L. N« 3. 

It waa clearly declared that Maldeo Singh “ enjoyed an authority and 
rank beyond the share which"was his lot by inheritanee.” 

3. Prinsep to Martin, December 31. 1831, B. N. 32, p. 18..20. 
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and awarded Narain Das one-half of the revenue with oilier einolumrnts 
and fineJ A garden and some other lands sitnaled around the 
town of Kaingarh and allotted to Narain Das by Maldeo, wen' allowed, 
to continue under his management without any interference from 
Devi Singh/'^ 


On hel)ruary Jl, 1833,* hraser vvn.nr to ( liief Sec retar}’, 

Swintun that Dalip Singh claimed an equal division of the share to 
which he had “an undoubted right according to the custom of the 

family". Macnaghteu in reply^ observed that it was not clear from 
what premises hraser liad drawm the conclusion about the* iainilv 
custom but expressd a hope* that lie would lia\a'‘ made “due 
irutuiries", althougli it was not clear vvlictlier an actual division 
had taken ])laee between! Narain Das and Maldeo. Mama glitc'u obse¬ 
rved that under these rircumstaiices the estate would have to ])e dixidecl 
at first between Narain Das and Devi singh and then between 

Devi Singh and Dalip Singh. So in Maiah 1833,'' JTas(*i diierted 

Clerk to carry in to cdfect the division of the Kamgarh estate 
making the alJoimcnts in a manner as agreeable to the parfie.s 
coiieerned as jiosible. Undei these instiuelions, Clerk projiosed tc) 

Narain Das two lots out of the Dstate and leave the choice to Devi 
Singh; the division between Devi Singh Dalip Singh was to be made next 

Narain Das gladly undertook to do it, but Devi Singh protested 


1. Clerk to Frsser, November 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 74. 

2. Devi bingh’s cousin, Copal Singh, the son of Narain Das, was very jealous of 
the authority exercised by Devi Singh. He was another “ disturbiiig factor*” 

3. Fraser to Swinton, February 11, 1833, B. N. 36, L. N. 78. 

4. Maenaghten to Fraser, February 27,1833, B, N. 36, L. N, 78. 
i . Fraser to Clerk, March 23, 1833, B. N* 36, L* N. 78* 
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to Clerk and then proceeded^ to Delhi. Partition was actually made.- 
In October 1833, Clerk wrote that Dalijj Siiigli and Narain Das 
had expressed a wish to undertake the capture of the places 
allotted to tliejii in the partition.^ 


Finding Fraser adainent, Davi Singh went to Calcutta and 
presented a petition.^ to the Governor-General in which he point¬ 
ed out that liis grand-father Khushal Singh had given no 
share to his younger brother; similarly his father Maldeo had 

granted a provision to his younger brother Narain Das."* Devd singh 
also referred to the orders of Colebrooke, and a letter of Murrary 
by winch he had been confirmed as the Chief while Dalip Singh 

was to get an allawance only. I'hen he went on to say how Fraser 
bad ordc'red a partition of th(‘ estate, although there was no such 
eiistom in the family. According to him, it had been done at 
the suggestion of (diulam Mohy-nd-din Khan of Indri,® a friend 
of Fraser. Finally Fraser had refused to listen to him and issued an 
order by wliich Narain Das and Dalij) Singh were to be put 

in j)ossession of their shares while Devi Singh’s share was to 
be delivered only when lie agreed to the proposed partition^ 


1 . clerk to Praaer, April 18, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N, 21). 

Clerk to Devi fc^ingh, March 28, 1833, B. N, 34, p. 220. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, Juno 20, 1833, B. N, 79, L. N. 60 

3. Clerk to Fraser, October 1, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 109. 

Also see, Clerk to Fraser, November 14, 1833, B. N. 79, LL. N. 131, and 132. 

4. B. N, 34, p. 2n-.16. 

6. Devi bingb observed: My father possessed the sole authority over the esiate, 

as an independent chieftain and had all the affairs connected with it under his 
own management.” 

C He is the same person who received one>thtrd of Kunjpiirs estate—see below. 

7. Petition of Devi Singht, B. N. 34, p. 211-16, 

Devi Singh also forwarded a copy of proceedings held by Fraser (p. 217). 
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Devi Singlrs petition brouglil a severe leprimand to I'raser 
from the Governor-General who remarked tliat tlie rircumstances in the 
case “argue by no means favourably for tlic cliaracter of that gentlemen 
as a discreet and imj)artial dispenser of justice.”' 'Die whole history 
of the case was traced and Macnagliten thus expressed the (iovernor- 
General’s order ;— 

“His Lordship is of opinion that besides being called upon 
for expl anation of his inconsislent and apparently arbitrary 
proceedings in this case, Mr. Fraser should be required immediately 
to cancel the whole of the orders passed by him with regard to it 
and that the parties should be referred to tin' Political Agent at 
Ambala for an inquiry and adjudication of tlieir respective rights, 

the Petitioner in tlie meantime being maintained in the right. 

ns head of the family, to controvert which, no evidence has yet 
been adduced.*' 

As already pointed •ut, Frasser had given his award in 1833; 
the Vakil of Dalip Singh and Narain Das had waited on Clerk 
to have hi s permission to capture the places allotted to him in that 
partition, from the occupation of retainers of Devi Singh. In the 
meantime, the order of fiartition was cancelled by the Supreme 
Government and Clerk was aiked to restore the affairs of Ramgarh 
to the footing in which they were in 1831,2 Narain Das and 


1. Fraser to Clerk, June S, 1884, B. N. 34, L. N. 85. 

Trevelyan to Fraser, May 16, 1834, B. N. 34, p. 209. 

Maonaghten to Trevelyan, April 36, 1834, B. N, 34, p. 209-11. 

2, Fraser to Clerk, Jane 3, 1834, B. N? 34, L. N. 85. 

Clerk to Fraser, July 34, 1884, B. N. 80, L. N. 100. 

Clerk sent an Amin to Ratngarh with a letter explainisg the 
instructions of Government; that official was directed to receive from 
Narain Das and Dalip Singh and to make it over to Mian DeVi Singh 
or in arMii of his absenoa, to bis ton, tha tnanagement of Bstn^arh 
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Dalip Singh flatly refused to vacate the places allotted to them hy 
Fraser's award in obedience to Clerk's order conveying the instruc¬ 
tions of Government. On the contrary, they were trying to strengthen 
those places and were prepared to oppose with force any attempt 
to dispossess them. The Chaprat^i of the Agency, gent vilh Clerk's 
orders, was bc^aten by Dalip SiiigiTs men and hence the Amin, 
entrusted with the orders of the Agency, was too frightened to go 
to Ramgarh.^ For this muddle, Fraser blamed Clerk who submitted 
the following explanation • 

“'rhe opinion.I presumed to offer of the respective 

rights of the disputants, differed from that view of their case which 
induced yon to divide tlie authority among them all. Moreover, I 
have been an eye-witness of devastation in the Ramgarh Taaluq, 

since authority dev^olved on Dalip Singh and Narain Das. 

.Adverting to these circiimstaces, T felt very desiroils of carrying the late 
orders of the Government into effect in a manner the least liable 
to be misconstrued into official jealousy towards you or personal 
prejudice against the parties to be ejected.”" 

In reality, Fraser was feeling very sore on account of the 
public rebuke he had recieved and was unjustly accusing Clerk of 
being prejudiced against Dalip Singh and Narain Das. 


1. Clerk to Fraaer, July 24, 1834, B, N. 80. L.N. 100. 

2 . Ibid. Clerk further remarked; “I beg you will do me the favour of 

perusing my correspondence — with the Ramgarhias — satisfied as I am, 
that it is very far from exhibiting^ anything approximating either to the 
one or the other feeling, that it contains neither anything disrespectful lo my 
superior in office, nor unoourteous to Narain Das and Dalip Singh and 
beg you to be persuaded that if 1 desire to experience as much considera¬ 
tion as I have herein show to others, it is only because I feel oonvinced 

that any other course is most prejudicial to the despatch of business and 

pubUe ttnrioe,*’ 
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On July 30 1834, Clerk reforted tl.at l.cstliitifs had broken 
out between the Mians of Ri mgarh.^ He could no" help remarking 
that he would have carried cut the orders of Go\ ernir ent peaceably 
into effect, if Fraser had supported him, or if he had not counteracted 
Clerk’s orders. In his view Dalip Singh's conduct deserved exemplary 
punishment as human lives had been uselessly sacrificed by his 
action.** Devi Singh's agents complained that the sdrvants of their 
master were being excluded from the management of Ramgarh by 
Narain Das and Dalip Singh, the latter of whom was strengthening 
a fort.® Clerk, again writing to Fraser, c.xpresed bis opinion that 
Dalip Singh was not going to give up his share of the estate or obey 
the orders of Goverument because he was feeling encouraged by the 
letters, he was reccivirg frem him (Fraser). If Dalip Singh did not 
give up his war-like preparations, Cleik, although reluotantly, was 
ready to employ force to coerce him.* Meanwhile a letter was received 


I. Clerk to FraBfT, July 30, 1834, B. N. 80, L.N.105. 

Clerk explained ttoir poaition io ihege worda 

** They do, however, explain that they consider thomselvee justified in this 
resistance by the tenor ol letters of encouregeinent vhich they allege they 
have subsequently received from you. As 1 am not ajprited of your having 
addressed thim at ail, I presume this is nirely given cut in cider to ^ain 
time**. He further obwrved that le hed written cncc again tc Cehp. €ir {.h who 
refused to comply with its contents and to he had 1 cen vefl with no alternative 
except of recalling the Amin end the Chapresi adding that he was awaiting 
Fraser*8 instruction in the matter. 

S. ibid. On August 6. 1834, Fraser, replied. *^You have never been pro¬ 
hibited and are now requested to pursue proper treasures to bring Dalip 
Singh and Karain Des to obedience and to respect the orders of Covennent*\ 

B. K. 34, P. 337. 

3, Clerk to Fieter, Augusts, 1834, B. R. 8C, L. N. JIO. 

4. Clerk to Fraser, August 9,1834, B. N. bO, L, N. 117* 
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from Narain Das cpmplaining of the anxious situation in which he 
was placed by the hostilities around him.* Clerk advised him .0 exert 
his influence to maintain peace between his two nephews and if his 
advice did not bear fruiSj to remove himself from the scene of hostili¬ 
ties. 


In a communication addressed to Clerk, dated August 11,1834 
Fraser blamed him for the outbreak of hostilities in Ramgarh as he 
had not supplied to Dalip Singh and Narain Das the orders of 
Government in full, and had been guilty, however unitentional it might 
be, of “an intentional concealment of part of the orders of he Govern¬ 
ment to deceive them to draw them on into trouble and ruin.”* Had 
the orders been conveyed in full, Fraser was of view that Narain Das 
and Dalip ^ngb would have been convinced that Government was 
prepared to reconsider their cases and it would have prevented “dis¬ 
satisfaction and disturbance." He then took the wording of the order 
of Government of April 1834, as communicated by Clerk, and pointed 
out hovr the words occurring in his letter, addressed to Narain Das and 
Dalip Singh, as quoted in the petitions of Devi Singh’s agents to 
Fraser, were; “all orders subsequent to the February 28, 1833, are 

cancelled_that as written in the the order of December 1831, the 

Taaluqa of Ramgarh remains to Mian Devi Singh and that masters re¬ 
vert to the state they were in that year and so they wiU remain,” adding, 


1. Clerk to Ffseer, August 11, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 1 0. 

2. Fraair to Oodt, Auguet ll, 1834, B. N. 34. L. N. 80. 



that these lines read differently in the copy forsvarded t© Fraser by 
Dalip Singh.^ 

Fraser's charge against Clerk was that he had not made it clear 
that he would hold a further investigation into their claims. He remark¬ 
ed; “Thus they would have been satisfied that submitting to your injunc¬ 
tions, harsh abrupt and unpleasant as they were, was an indispensable 
preliminary to obtaining their rights, they would not have been misled 
to suppose that the present order is without appeal and no resistance 
or disturbance would have occurred." 

Fraser then took Clerk s letter of July 24,"^ into consideration 
and wrote as follows: — 


1. Fraser to Clerk, B. N. 84, L. N. 51, August 11, IH34. 

Fraser added that in the file sent by Clerk to Delhi, these linos 
tnigbt be thus translated'. 

‘‘Tdoay the orders of Government dated the 25th of April, 1834, 
are issued to this effect that all orders since the 23pd (6^ic) of February 
1834 are cancelled^ at aa it ^vas direoted in a despatch dated December 
31, 1831, the estate of Kamgarh remains to Mian Devi Singh. 

Therefore, it is written that you (Dalip Sin gh and Narain Das) l<^ave 
the estate as it was in the past year. “ 

Fraser further observed: ••.the whole is an Imperfect intorpr- 

etation of what has been directed by Ooverment which explained properly 
would have led Narain Das and Dalip Singh to understand at once 
that their case was to undergo a final investigation by you and every 
opportunity afforded of bringing forward again their proofs in support 
of their claims. ** 

Thus there were three versions of Government’s orders — one given 
by Clerk to Naraia Das and Dalip Singh, as quoted by Devi Singh’s 
agents, the second, t he copy forwarded to Fraser by Dalip Singh and the 
third, the order written by Clerk on the file, sent to Fraser. Between 
these three versions, however, the difference was between Tweedledum 
and Tweedledee. 

S. In this letter. Clerk bad reported that he had tried to restore the affairs 
of Bamg^h aa they were in 1881 but Narain Das and Dalip Singh had refu< 
aed to vacate places allotted to them in the award of 1838, 
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.I da not attribute what may have happened so much 

to the manner in which you addressed the parties as to their inexcus. 
able conduct, still the obvious mode of maintaining peace was a full 
explanation of the orders you had received communicated in a soothing 
and friendly manner which certainly was not done. 


Tire consequence is that disturbance and discontent have ensued 
and you have furnished ample giounds to DaXp Singh and Narain 
Das to ascribe an intentional concealment of part of the orders of the 
Governmentto deceive them to draw them on into trouble and ruin.'' 


Further, Fraser deal with the point of Clerk in which the 
latter had complained of his authority being unsupported and tiis 
orders being actually counteracted by the former; he remarked :— 


'‘The idea you entertain.evident from the tenor of your 

letters .arises from some source I do not think it necessary 

to trace .It would have been nevertheless easy to satisfy 

yourself of a fact before building a conclusion upon it that is the 
suppositious fact from dwelling on which ideas you express seem 
to follow. 


The communication which was made to Dalip Singh and 
Karain Das from this cffice in reply to letters from Jthem on 
receiving your orders supplied the information you had withheld, viz. 
the instruction of Government that you should make further inquiries 
into the claims of all and pass a final decision, subject of course to 
appeal to Government. They were already informed by you that 
matters should revert to the stMe they were in before Devi Singh’s 
claims to the whole property were rejected. 


I certainly do take Idame to mysdf that instead of i‘epl)ring 
to Dalip Singh’s letter directly, I did not address you to point 
out in what respect your proceedings were so wide ^of what they 
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ought to be and also that I did not transmit to you copies of 

the letters written to me and the replies. These precautions. 

were rejected. 


1 conceived also that the purport of letters I wrote would be 
communicated through the agents of the persons to whom they 
were addressed. I supposed that you would have written again to Narain 
Das and Dalip Singh after your first haste, inviting them to come 
forward with full explanation of their claims and the proof they 
possessed for making them good and I did not think it possible 
almost a suspicion would enter your mind such as that of iny not 
giving support to your authority necessary to carry the orders of Govern¬ 
ment into effect whidi it was my first duty to execute. 


1 requ^t now that you will conform to these orders as . 

taking the earliest opportunity to quiet the apprehensions of Narain 
Das and Dalip Singh assuring them that their claims, whatever 
they may be, will receive the full consideration of Government, re¬ 
porting finally on the case." 


Clerk invited Dalip Singh to Ambala and tried, as directed by 
Fraser, *'to tranquillize him to the prospect of a further investiga¬ 
tion of his claims'"^ but he added that he was not ;*very sanguine ®f 


1, Clerk to Fraeer, Augoet 17, 1834 B.N.80 L.N.ltT. 

It seemed that Clerk did net like the tenor of his letter to Dalip 
8ingb which be had to write under Fraeer^s direction, for he remarked; 

apprehend that my present encouraging communication may come to be 
regarded as of a more deceptions tendency, then that which theugh simp- 
ly apprittng them of the order* of Oovemmeat rectoring Dw Singb’a 
iHithority... moy bo regarded io that Ugbt by Dalip 






Ins appeal, $s Dalip Singh could advance no new argument in support 
of the claims except the voluminoxxs proceedings submitted with 
Murray's report in 1827, which contained every argument thaL the 
disputants could advance. He hoped that Dalip Singh would see 
the error of his way and make haste to comply with the injunctions 
of Fraser.^ 

Replying to Fraser's letter iii detail, Clerk wrote: ''You do me 
but justice in ascribing the improper measures had recourse to by 
Dalip Singh ... less to the tenor of my communication respecting 
the order of the Government than t© hia inexcusable conduct." 
Cleik was greatly concerned to learn that cmmunieation be had 
addressed to Narain Das and Dalip Singh, had been considered ad 
"harsh abrupt and unpleasant" but he had selected words and ex- 
presions which might be least offensive and had tried his best to make 
the communication as little unpleasant as possible. The sting lay 
not in tlie words of the communication, as Clerk explained^ but in 
the communication itself which required them to relinquish lands of 
which they had been placed in possession after many years of bitter 
controv'ersy. Clerk went on to say that he avoided, for example, 
the words. "You will, therefore, take prossession of" or "you will 
therefore, give up." He wrote^ “You will, therefore, have or maintain 
(Daurand) such arrangements (Bandoba st) as subsisted last year. Nothing 
1 conceive, could have been more considerate towords those who 
were to be ejected than this form of expression. So at least I had in¬ 
tended it and as such I trusted, it wculd be gratefully felt. There 
are certainly modes of addressing native princes, the adoption of 


I. <!!llork to ITrasdf, August 17, 1834, B.N.80, 

I bate referred to IfUtray’e pr6o8edihga iii a footnote ea^ier^ 
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which might have rendered my communica ion more gratifying/'^ 

As to the orders of Government and his communication to Narain 
Das and Dalip Singh, and their being conveyed to the Mians in an 
incomplete manner and inspiring them with a hopelessness of their 
cause, as alleged by Fraser, Clerk rightly stated that th^y had al¬ 
ready done what they could to support their claims and bring all 
the proofs in support of them. Clerk also observed that if such an 
impression had been created, it must have been neutralised by the 
letters addressed to them directly by Fraser who had enjoined 
that they should bring every proof in support of their rights Clerk 
held that a communication of this nature at such a crisis would 
naturally promote a youngman of Dalip Singh's temperament \o 
evince the utmost tenacity in maintaining his hold of alleged rights 
even to the degree which had given occasion to this unpleasant difference 
of opinion. In short, while Fraser attributed rioting and bloodshed to 
the harsh tone of Clerk's comiaunication, Clerk contended that Fraser's 
letters to the Mians were the cause of the outbreak. The latter tena¬ 
ciously maintained that his procedure had been most conciliatory. 
Narain Das and Dalip Singh suspected that their agents might not 
meet a very favourable reception at the hands of Clerk, it is true, 
but otherwise, their intercourse had been on a most friendly footing * 


1. Clerk to FrMrer, Augueet 17, 1934, B.N. SO L N. 127 

But Clerk remarked: *T would willingly have been more oomplimentary 
but any alteration on thie ooeasioo of a form of addreee which haenow 
for twenty y^are of more been the praetioe »f tbie office towarde the Mians 
of Ramgarb, would have oauted more trouble and perpleaity hereafter 
to the local ageate, than the use of this cu^tomhry language occasioned surprise 
or regret to Dalip Singh 

2. Clerk to Fraser, August 17, 1934, B. Jf. 80, L. N, 127. 

Clerk in this connection remarked: **Narain Drs end Dalip Singh 
bad known me through their agents and emissaries at Delhi da/ing the 
brief time I was employed in that office and they very justly apprehend¬ 
ed that those agent# might not meet a very favourable, reoeptioo from 
me at But as respects themselves, our intercourse has ever been 

on the most friendly footing-** 



moreover, Clerk had sent an Amin from his office who was instmcfed 
to take possession of the places lately occupied by Dalip Singh's ret^ 
ainers and then make the transfer himself to the ministers of Devi 
Singh. AU this was done because of consideration for the feelings of 
Narain Das and Dalip Singh. Clerk then remarked: “I disclaim en¬ 
tirely the disposition which you ascribe to me of mis-constniing the 
measures \aken by you on this and other occasions into a desire on your 
part to counteract the authority of the Local Officer in subordiuation to 
you. 1 have never yet had reason to suppose it was your intention or 
you wish to do so. Had it been, I am sure, I might have confidently 
looked to your candour for an open declaration of such intention. But 
I ought not to conceal from you my conviction that the very effect 
which you least desire is in fact produced by a system which I shall 
presume so far as to term a too indisciiminate reception of petitions." 
He then appealed to his good sense not to encourage such petitions which 
insinuated all sort of foolish charges. Encouraging too many petitions, 
argued Clerk, was a bad practice as it tended '*to strike at the root 
of every effective measure for the due management of so complicated a 
charge as that of the Protected Sikh States."* Of course, he was not 
opposed to fair and open appeals and he would never regret that any 
decisians of his were subject to the test of bis (Fraser's) long experience 
of Sikh affairs. 


Fraser, writing on August 15, and September 2 1834, informed 
Clerk that Dalip Singh had been required to relinquish every part of 
the state hat he had been occupying on pain of being treated as a 
rebel ''opposing Government by force."* This improved the state of 
affairs at Ramgarh as all hostilities ceased and Dalip Singh pre¬ 
pared to band over all the places, be once occupied, to Devi Singh ® 


1, Clerk to Fraaar, August 11 1834, B,N.80, L.N.127. 

tn Frasor to Clerk, B.N.84, LL.N,62 004 54. 

5. Clerk to Fmser, August 22, 1134, B. K. 80, L. 141. Dalip Siogh left 
for Delbi to see Fraser. 
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Clsrk, writing ngsinon August 30, 1834; inqnirwl of traser if the 
investigaticn requiring the restoration of Devi Singh’s authority should 
follow the execution of the orders of Government or that it should proceed 
without any reference to the e orders, as was intended by D lip Singhd 
In reply to the complaint of Dalip Singh that Clerk was not willing to 
receive any papers from him, the latter remarked that he was not pre- 
Ifered to hold any communication with him so long as he continued in a 
Slate of open re8ist4»nce to Government and continued to behave as a 
rebel.* The fact that Fraser had asked him to continue holding inter- 
course with Dalip Singh and that he himself was addressing letters to him 
relieved Clerk of the responsibility and apprehension which he was feeling. 
Clerk reported that Dalip Singh was still occupying Khatouii and 
Fandkeh.* In the' former place he had put eighty armed men and at th» 
latter place he had built a fort and placed a garrison in it. Narain Das, 
who was with Clerk, reported that D.ilip Singh hvl tried o capture the 
tort at Khatouii, which was in the I'osscssion of Narain Das. It was 
then that Fraser wrote a let,ter dated September 2, 1834, that Dalip Singh 
should at once vacate the territory that he was occupying." 


1 CIciU to I'rr.ser, B. N. 8C, B. N. 148. 

2. Clerk otiecrveU ; “ Ycor iin-sent liijimotK'iis laivc ruiirw^ inii. ivcil tlio 
wriiijlfs tl'at 1 eiKerUiiin d ou Uirt sc >rt) of leBpousibiliiy while tlie rcceptun 
of Dalip SiDK'i's aiWrcsKre hy you, indiostiiip that the offensive position 
l.e had asBomcl <loes not, in yeur opinion, vurriinl any intorruption of 
ord nary aorrespondenoc, nniat gradually relieve the, apprehension and anxiety 
for the future, w.th which I was previously disposed to view any measure 
in respect 'o him that I should fail to mark his contumacy.” 

3. Clerk to Fraser, .\ugust 30, 1834, B.N 80, B N.M8. 


4. Fraser to Clerk, B. N. 34 1 L. N. 54. 

<Dn November 1834, Fraser directed Clerk to ini'mate to Nerain Das 
that ** any :.ominiinications he may wish to make roust bo through the 
jircjer channel of the Arobala Office. \ B. N. 34, B. N. 75. 
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The whole case was again reriewed by Clerk for tin? information 
of tho Agra Governtnent, in a letter to the address of Metcalfe^ in ]83'>. 

He again discussed the claims of all the three candidates.Narain Das, 

DaJip Singh and Devi Singh. It was only in September 18:)8/^ that this 
dispute, {)erhaps the longest and the most acrirnonioua of all, was settled 


2. Clerk to jM<acaU*o, OctolMr 31. 183), B, N. 81, h N 123. 

2. I have omitted a noinV»er oi letters oxchani^ed between (^lerk and Metcalfe 
during 1836-38 relating to Rarngarti case, in order to preserve the clarity 
oi’ the narrative. No new argument in to be found except that Clerk expr- 
eaeed himself very enjphatieally against tluj partition o^' Humgarh estate. 
The Lieulonflrit'-(»ov(irn<*r. N W- Provinces, was of tlu. opinion that a 
provision in land in ght he given to Dalip SiHiih, although he would have 
to acknowledge the euporior authority of his elder brother. 


The letters are 

Metcalfe to Clerk, 

a.s follows ; 
April 

13, 183;3, B. N. 3.3, L N. 


Motcalfe to (3erk, 

Nov'onilun- 

21, 1835, B. N. 35, L, N. 

77, 

(dark to Metcalfe, 

Novembhr 

lb 1833, B. N. HI. L. N. 

131. 

MetcaTe to (^lerk, 

.Tanuarv 

34, 183(). B. G. N. 

4. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, 

March 

8, 18313, B. N. 3H; D’ N. 

16. 

Scott to Metcalfe, 

February 

27, 1836, B. N. 30, U N. 

7 7. 

MeWttlfo to Clerk, 

April 

0. 1830, B. N. 30. L N. 

28. 

Scott to Metcalfe, 

March 

26, 1830. B. N. 30. P. 

luo. 

Offg. Secretary, Agra 
Uovt. to Metcalfe, 

J aauax> 

6, 1836. B. N. 36. L. N. 

P. 16- 

4, 

-17, 

Clerk to Metcalfe 7 

March 

12, 1836 B. N 82, L N. 

30. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, 

Ociober 

7,1837. B, N. 37, L. N. 

95. 

Secretary Agra Govt, 
to Metcalfe, 

September 

30, 1837 B. N. 37, P. 

337. 

Metcalfe to Clerk) 

November 

20, 1837, B. N. 37, U N. 

113. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, 

Dec? ember 

4; 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 

51. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, 

January 

3, 1838, B. N. 38, L, N. 

2. 

Hamilton to Metcalfe 

, December 

20. 1837, B. N. 38, F. 

5. 
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amicaVily. The final ordtTP of the Lhutenant—Governor, were as 
follows ^ 


{a) Narain Das was to continue to enjoy during Ijis life-time, the 
half of the revenues, assigned to lurn by Maldeo Singh ; 

(/>) Devi Singh was to be the Chief and was to exercise over the 
followers of Narain Das and Dalip Singh the authority of a Chief ; 

(c) Dalip Singh was to get tt.c maiiucuance of Rs. 2000 a year in 
the landed property ; this allowance was to be increased to 
Rs. 3000 a year, later on ; and 

id) On the death of Narain Das, should any dispute arise, the 
question of the maintenance of his children was to be taken up. 


(2) PARTITION DISPUTES RELATING TO KUNJPURA. 

In tlie Pathan estate of Kunjpura, there were three disputes about 

partition, all closely inter-linked.two endangering the Chief hip and 

the third relating to the maintenance of the younger sons of Nawab 
Gulsher Khan. The Nawab had died leaving behind five sons.Rahmat 


Metcalfe to Clerk. S ptomber 12, 1838, B. N, 38, L, N. 

These orders had alreft<iy been pa9sed in March 1836 by the I.icvin^nent 
—Governor, N. W. Troviiices ( B. N. 36, P. 106 ). Thus there was to b (3 no 
change. In 1845, thore is again a reference to Bamgarh. Although Devi 
Singh had been confirmed as the Chief, Narain Das wanted to get these 
orders cancelled, despite the custom ot the family which did not admit 
of such a division of the territory. According to the then Assistant Agent 
at AmbaU disputes in Romgarh were between; Devi Singh and Narain 
Das, Devi Singh and Dalip Singh, Devi singh and Dalip Singh’s mother, 
Narain Das and his son Gopal Singh, on account of Jai Singii the latter's 
•on. In fact when Narain Das died in April 1845, the Assistant Agent, 
in order to avoid blood-shed at Hajngarh thought it prudent to detan 
Qopal Singh, Jai Singh and Devi Singh who happened to be present a( 
Axnbala, B. N. 46, LL. N. 29 and 55, March 17 and April 27, 1845. 
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Khan and Gluiiam Mohy-ud-din Khan from one w-ifo ; Ghnl.im U.iaul 
Khan, Ohulani Mohainiriad Khar», and 8hor Ali Kh in from the second.* 
The first being tlie eldest, became the Ciuef or as he was styled the Rais 

of Kunj|)ura, Nawdb Rahniat Khfin died in 183:15 leaving four sons. 

Bahadur Jang Khan, who became ilie Rais, CJhulain Ali Khan 
Shahbaz Khan and Jan Baz Khan. Bibadiir Jariii Kiim died in 
1823 without heirs and therefore his younger brother, Ghulam Ali Khan, 
was recog{iized as the Rais of K injpiira by Goveriuncnt,^ 


(A) Relating to the division of Chiefship 

Ghulam Mohy-ud-diri Khali, the scitond son of Nawab fb.ihhcr 
KluJii remained a source of trouble to the Kunjpura ruling house all his 
life. He had been awarded oiie-third o the t^ntire prinoioality f>f 

Kunjpura in 1811, by an award of the arbitrators**.the fort and town 

of Indri and the village of Biana.^ The arhirratoiw had been appoirited 
by (\ Metealfe. About the award, Cler k says : “It does not a]>pear 

what motives had led the arbitrators.to allot to the second son, 

Mohy-ud-din, of oue-third of the principality. IVit no one derres that 
such a portion was vast deal more thin reason or ju'^tice or hv the 

usage of the family, he was entitled to.Ochtf rlony also admitted 

tliat the award was most unjust and that Mohy-ud-din got more than 


1. R, "N. 36, Tj. N. f6.-*- and P. *22.‘> from the replies of to the 

queries put hy Politieal Agent, Ambala 

2. Ibid, Clerk to Metcalfe, October 23» 1835, B. N. 81, Fj. N, 121* 

3. Clerk to Fraser, December 14-, 1832, B. N. 78, L N. 8 2. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, December 11), 18.36, b. N, 17 3. 

The arbitrators wore Nawab Nijabat Ali Khan and Faiz Talab 

Khan. 

4. B. N. 36, P. 225.—When the claim of Shah Ba/. Khan, the y.>uagor brollior 
of Rais Ghulam Ali Khan, was in dispute, queries were addressed to the 
Nawab who sent his replies ( P. 223—232 ) and also to Ghulam Mohy-ud-din 
Khan who sent his { P. 223—239 ), 

5. Clerk to Fraser, December 14, 1832, B. N. 78, L, N. 82. 
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Ijis riglit and tlmt such a portion was against the Mohamtnadan Law and 
op of?ed to the usages of tVrc Kunjpura fafriily.^ 

This arrangement, so unfair to the ntler of Kunjpura, lasted 
only during ti»e life limo of Ohuiam Mohy-ud-din Khan. He was 
succeeded by hi^ son, Muhammad \ ar Khan at his death on January 
2 h] 84 U Oierk discussed the whole question very thoroughly once 
again and wrote that he hid been earnestly trying to etFect an amicable 
adju'jtmcnt between the udvisfjre of the child of the deceased and the 
C^hi‘f of Kunjpura'’. He was definitely of the view that Ohulam 
Mohy-nd-din Khan h id been given a mere provision, though a very 
Sibi^ral one, winch was “entirely for the purpose of providing him with 
a proper main ten an-ce and not intended to have the appo<'vrance oven of 


S. H. N. P- 

Also soe GciffinV Chiefs and Families of N'ote in the Punjab “, 
Volum I, P. 18 

Edwardfi to Clerk, May 1841. B. N. 128, b. N. srs. 

Clerk replied on May 23, ^941. oViserving that he had tried to avert 
litigation lietwwn Yar Muhaimnad and the Hnia of Kunjpura. Hia object 
was to i-eriKwe th\'^ cauae of the ancient animosity prevailing between 
hi« fatlKM* and the Chief of Kunjpura. He added; “My advice to the agents 
of ti,’.© djoceased has been to abandon a portion oj his extift'Ordimaiy 
provision and to th^ Chief to conaont freely to maintain still out of res¬ 
pect to the character of the dectmsed the amount of his child’s provision 
oil a seal© 8 U 5 >erior to that of tho othar branches ef the family”- B. N, 
83, L, N. 173. 

2, Edvvards, the Assistant Secretary at Agra, wrote to Clerk that MuVmmmfi<i 
Yar Khan, wanted to receive “ sorwo mark of recognition from the 
British Covornment as his father did in his life ”, Ho added “ Am 
Ghidam Mobyuddin Khan was in possession of one-third of Kunjpura, 

his demit?© would appear to be an ©vent of suH'icient importance. 

No intimation cf the event has, however, as yet been received from you...... 

and you are requested to furnish the usual report giving your' opinion as to 

whether the wish of the present incumbent.should be complied with or 

otherwise^*. 





**■ separation of » shape, to him from the property ofi 
(Julsher Khan.^” 

On the other hand, Rhuiam MoHy-ud-din had thou(r»it Iiinisdf 
to be a email Chief, invested with the Chiefehip of one-third' of the 
Kunjpura estate. So Clerk observed ;* “It seems tome t.liat there it* 


J. Clerk to Thornnson, July ‘21, 1811, B. N. 1S2, b. N. 16. 

Acof^rditiff to Clerk* this had boen tlie cause of Trrn(':li ill-will between tho 
two branebos of tho Kunjfinra family ; be pointed out to Thom*ison thet Mohy- 
nd-din and bis brotbor Nawab Rahmat Ivlum batl (pmrrellotl and so arbitration* 
bad to bo arranged, tn regard to tho opinion tliat the share of Ghnlam Mohy- 
iid-din w«s a provision, (lerk quoted tho opinion of Fraser bnt he added : 

.both my predecosaor (''aptain IVfurray and myself have seen and felt 

that, that Moby-ud-din considered be bad obtained a share of tho princi¬ 
pality Htitl lionet? tills office ban over winye born frequently engaged ii> 
mvestigoting or preventing the ndBcbiovous emeoqiiencos vf hist constant 
endoa\ours and occasional claims to assume a share also of the authority 
of the Chief. TViese consequences it is exceedingly difficult in mch caf f a 
effectually t^ obviate ; it requires- more constant vigilance than can be 
brought to bear and where as in this ease the usurper is tiiever and 

ambitious and bis opponent.as ids nephew.the present Chief bast 

proved to be, a man of very mean abilities, the difficulty of preserviag 
the Chief’s rights from ericraachment is much enhanced ”, 

Tho Court of Directors also dotdared that Ghnlam Mohyuddiira aluirer 
w'as not a share of the estate but a mere aeaignment for his support ’ 

( B. N, in2, L. N. 24 ). 

a* Clerk to Thordaiicto, July 21, 1841, B, N. 162; L. N. 16, 

** A very short acquaintance with the family.convinced me that 

the decision of the arbitrators In 1811 was an unfortunate one.it did 

not however appear to be a case for reconsideration during the lifetime of 
MohyUddm Khan btit I have always considered that his death whether 
or no he left a son, would afford a fit occasion for enquiring how far 
the oiroumstanoes.would admit of a reduction of its kind’*. 








^STO ■good Tiiiddle course in these cases. If the British Government would 
«naintam the petty Chiefs in tlie rights which it fihds them enjoying, 
the appeals of younger hrotiiers to its intercession shouki never be 
Bstcnid to, beyond the point Of securing to them such amountofpro- 
as the iijiage of the family sanctions and should the rale not 
have be^m uniform, it would be well to choose the lowest. Thus is the 
efficiency of the Chiefship upheld and the Chiefship should be regarded 
•ftR a thing to be made subservient to the purposes of the paramount 
'State/* 


Therefore, he recommended (should the Lientcnant-Governo'r 
^agree with his view) that 7 Wells and the villages ef Biana should be 
given to Mohammad Yar Khan while the rest of Ghulaiii Mohy*ud- 
•din's ^Tagir was to revert to the Chiefship of Kunjpura. 

Tliomason, after acknowdedgirrg the letter of Clerk, conveyed the 
•orders of the Lieutenant-Go verier, as follows’: — 


.the child in question has no greater claim to a share 

•of the patrimony than any other cadet of the family, Hi^ Honour 
•concurs with you in considering that a portion of the land you propose 
assigning him will be a •uitable provision for his maintenance while 
the remairKk'r will revert to the Chiefship This award Was also 


1. Thomason to Clerk, August 4, 1841, B. N. 128, L. N. 120. 

On August 28, 184!, Thomason once again wrote to Clerk that he shouUi 
inform Yar Muhammad Khan that the Lieutenant-Governor saw no reason 
to depart from the decision already passed on bis case, (B. 128, h, N. 114). 
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approved by the Court ot Directors.* In this way Clerk was able i& 
rectify the mistake made in the assignment ofone*thtrd of the Kun^ 
]>u*ra estate to a younger brother^ Ghulam Mohj^uddan* Khan*. 


In the days of Clerk, one more attempt was made to dismember 
the Chiefship. The reigning Nawab, tJhulam Ali Khan had two 
younger brothers, Shah Baz Khan and Jan Baa Khan. Shah Baz- 
Khan, following the example of his uncle Ghulam Mohyuddin Khan, 
preferred a claim to an equal share of the estate with his elder 
brother.^ The Rais proposed to assign to the claimant five wells 
of land besides some monetary help and invited him to live with him.. 
The Rais had pointed to Clerk that he himself, in the life4ime of 


1. In 18^3, ThonmBon forwarded an extract of Para 66 from the Court of Director's- 
report. Ko. 30, dated Deoend>er :i0, 181^, which was to the foilowing offoct; — 

The provision in land enjoyod by Ghulam Mohyuddin Khua waa not 
ti share of the estate but a mere assignment for his support, as he himself 
strenuously maiiitained when he had a purpose to serve by doing so The 
assignment appear^ to have boon diaproportiouately large and his son had no- 
claim to the the continfuasHce of the fuH amount We agree with the LieutC' 
nant‘tiOverm)r that the provision (in lend) proposed by Mr, Cleik in hie letter 
dated July 21, 1841^ lieing rather more llvan half that of Mohyuddin, is aa 
much as with reference to tlje iWeiMies of tho Kurijpura estate and the 
number of pers.ias entitled to support from those revenues could with 
propriety be assigned to the present claiimnt*’ B. N. 132, N. 24, February 
26i 1843. 

2. According to Griffin, Shah Baz Khan laid claim to one-third of the estate 
( Punjab Chief, Volume 1, P. 19 ). But Clerk says in tlie letter that he 
claimed an equal share j later on, it seems, he reduced his demand. 

Clerk to Fraser, August 22, 1834, B. N. 80, L* N, 139. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, July 28, 1834, B# N* 36, L. N.61. 


Metcalfe to Clerki August 3, 1838, B. N« 36, h, N. 66. 
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his ekHr brother, Rdis B ihj ir J h\ 1 b.}ca five wells 

for a provision, and the Rais believed tluit that should be the provision 
of a younger brother^ Clerk advised Shall Bax Khan to accept th^ 
offer of his elder brother. But he persisted in claiming at least one- 
third of the Estate if no^ more and so had to be informed by the 
Political Agent that he had no autliority for making such a partition. 
He remarked to Fraser “ If tlie Kunjjiura lands are regarded as 
jirivate property, no time should be lost in subjecting this inheritance 
to the rules of the Shariat. Rut if it be. deemed expedient to main- 
lain tlie Chiefship and the Chief in respectability and authority, the 
jirovision for his brotln^r should be left in a measure to his discretion '' 

Shall Thiz Khan again presented a petition two years later in 
Dccendier, 1836/'^ and gave the instance of his uncle Mohy-ud-din 
Khan. Ibit Mohy-ud-diri was th(* only full brother of Nawab Rahmat 
Khan wliile Shah Baz Khan had one more younger brother Jan Baz 
Khan. Shah Baz Khan also cited the case of Karam Sher Khan 
whose estate was e(pially divided between his two .sons ... Ghulam 
Nabi Khan and Nizam Ali Khan. But (Clerk's contention was Unit 
Kararn Shcr Khan was not the Chief of a principality and that it Was 
an equal partition of an estate. The rejxly, .so cogent and clear, which 
Metcalfe gave, wais as follows 


1, Ghularo Mohy-iubdin desired that Shrth Bax Khan and Jan Baz Khan should 
be given a share of the estate (B N. 36, p. 237), The Bais was of the opinion 
that the younger brothers fad no claim to a division of the estate, as would 
mean a diminution in the importance of the Chiefship. (p, 230.) 

2 Clerk to Fraser, Aug .st 22, 1831, B. N. 80, L N 139. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe. December, 19, J836, B. N. 82, L. N, 173. 

In this letter also, Clerk says that Shah Baz Khan claimed to obtain a 
moiety (t.e. one half) or one«third of Kunjpura. 


4* Metcalfe to Clerk, December 12, 183C, B. N. 30. L. N* 100. 
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I. apprize yon that in the opinion of the Honourable the 

Lieutenant-Governor, N. W. Provinces, Kunjpiira must be regarded as a 
principality and that the younger branches must depend upon the elder 
for support, the amount of their provision being regulated by the custom 
of the family ; you are requested to make the necessary communication . 
to the parties concerned/' In the face of these instructions, the claim 
of Shah Baz Khan was disallowed and he was granted the provision 
already proposed by his elder brother. In 1840, he again appealed 
against the award but the Governor of Agra refused to make any change 
in it.^ Clerk and Government thus tried to preserve the (‘hiefship 
of Kunjpura entire and grant to the younger sons only a bare main¬ 
tenance.the principle applied to Patiala, Nabha and Jind. 

(P>) Relating to maintenance. 

As said earlier, Nawab Gulsher Khan, the father of llahmat 

Khan and Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan, had left three younger sons. 

Ghulatn Rasul Khan, Ghulam Muhammad Khan and Sher Ali Kliaii. 

In 1821, Birch allotted for their provision Rs. 240 > a year.Rs, 1600, 

two-thirds of the allowance, lo he paid by the then ftais Haliniat 
Khan and Rs. 800 one-third to bc5 contributed by Mohy-ud-din, 


1, Metcalfe to Cierk, June 18, 1840, B. N. 125, L. N. 119. 

In 1840, Shahbaz Khan preaented a petition to Governor Agra who 
referred it to Metcalfe at Delhi. The latter observed : **1 consider that the 
amount of provision made by the Chief of Kunjpura for his younger brother 
to be sufficiently liberal and that any further interference on our part will lead 
to much Confusion and tend to prolong the bad feeling existing betw en tha 
brpthera. Shahbaz Khan is encouraged in his opposition to his elder brother 
by the uncle Qhuhiro Mohy-ud-din Khan and so long as be evinces his pre¬ 
sent hbstility to the Chief, he cannot expect to be more favourably considered 
(Metcalfe to Thomason, June 1, 1840, B. N. 120, p. 274). Thomason replied i 
••...*..1 am directed to inform you that the Lieatenant-Oovemor concurs in 
the view of the case taken by you and sees no reason for interfering in Mie 
matter'*. 

Thomason to Metcalfe, June 1]. 1840, B. N. 126, p. 275. 
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according t-o the proportion of the estate, both the elder brothers were 
holding. Wl^en Mohy-iid-din*s case was arbitrated, as Clerk pointed out, 
Metcalfe was not aware of the existence of these three brothers. However, 
w’hcn they grew up, they appealed to Ochterlony who was of the 
opinion that.the two elder brothers-Pahniat Khan and Ghulam Mohy-nd*- 
din Khan ought to support their three younger brothers in the 
proportion given above.^ 

Strangely enougii Mohy-ud-din Khan refused to pay his share 
of the allowance.- He went to Delhi and there pleaded to be exempted 


J. i lerU to M, 1832, B. K. 78, L. N. 82. 

Clerk jjdded ; “Tbis mode of providing for tbe tVien younger hrothfre. 

ie fltafed by Sir David Ochterlony in the full convic ion that Mohy-ud-din 

fittnined more than bis right and.that the arbitration went deHherately 

to divide the entire principality, as left by Qulsher Khan between his two 
elder sons, without at all adverting to tire existence of the three you.igera. . 

Also see, B, N ?l. L. N. 131. 

?. Hofb to Rwinton, February 25, 182''^ B. N. 70, L. N. 101, 

A Boss to (Captain Bose, November 8, 1822, B. N. 22, L. N 149, 

Fraser lo Boss, December 29, 1822, B. N. 22, L. N. 164. 

First Assistant Delhi Residency to Murray, April 13, 182ft, B. N 2ft, 
h N. .0. 

Ohulem Rasul Khan also claimed arrears of allowance (B. N. 25, 
B. N. 23). 

R' 68 wrote to Middleton that in the event of the refusal of Nawab 
Ghulam Moby-ud-din Khan to bear any expense of maintaining his yranger 
brothers, he would proceed to sequester his share in the principality. (B. N. 
70, L. N. 133). 

On July 2, 1832, Hoss ag.iin reported to the Resident that Ohulam 
Mohy-ud-diii Khan had refused to pay his share of contribution to his brother 
, arid also commented fn the conduct of Fraser, an officer of Delhi Residency, 
iri interfering in the case and receiving representations from the Nawab (B. N. 
70, L N. 174). 

Also see B N. 25, LL. N. 05, and 96, April 2, and May 16, 1825. 
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from such contribution, contending that liis share of one-third of t!\e 
esta e was merely a provision.* Accordingly in 1823, the award 
modified. The allo\\ ance was reduced from Rs. 2400 to Rs. 1500 and 
Was henceforth to be paid by the Rais and his .successors only, while 
Mohy-ud-diii was to contribute nothing.^ But even this was not paid 
till 1824 when Bahadur Jang Khan, the tlien Rais, was threatened with 
an attachment of his estate by Government.It was only then he paid 
the allowance and cleared all the arrears,* 

Nawab Giiisher Khan had given five wells of land which Ghulam 
Rasul Khan claimed as his exclusive possession to the prejudice of his 
two younger brothers.^ The grant was said to have been made by 
Gulsher Klian for the life of Ghulam Rasul and so the former could 
have resumed or modified it.® The grant w'as renewed by Nawab 


1. Clerk to Melcalfo, Df'ooniber 19, ISHO. h. N. L. N. 173. 

Fiasor ivrc»te a on behalf of Ubulim Moby-ii l.din Ivbtio 

modificHtioii of tbo provioiia order \ K N. L. M. 7H ) Oohterlouy piLi* 
tested agHinsi bis interforerieo in dispute ( B. N. 2*2, L N. Ul-A ) . 

Al»o Roe. B- K. -23, U. N. 37. 

2 Clerk to Frafifcr, December 14, 1832, B. N. Ir N. 82 

3. Ihid, Murray had been asked to speak to the Nawrab of Kuojpuroy to pay 

tb© alU.wanco of th© brothera inoro regularly. 

B. N. 26, L. N. 19S, beptemher 2^, 1828, 

B. N, 27. L. N. 226, Beptomber 12, 1^21. 

4, Murray to Elliott. May 30# 1825, Ih N. 72, L. N. ?66, 

6 . B N. 78, L. IS. 82. According 'o Ohulaiu Ali Khan, Nawab Gulsher Khan 

had allotted the fiv© wells for the support of his family. The Hais further 

observed: •* If it had been his iuienti n, therefore, to gi.© this land to 
Ghulam Katul Ktan, he would surtly have given a »u table provision 
to the two younger sons. For fifteen years, ihe laud was ©njoysi irt 
0 omxxum by U>e three brothers He further stated that those wells had 
been taken by Nawab Kabmat Khan# but resttred by Bahadur Jang 
Khan; Ghulam Muhammad Khan, oue of the three brothers, was on bad 
terms with the other two and so they had refused to give him hie 
shareb ( B. N, 36# p, 229 ), * 

Ghulam Mohy>ud<din Khan contended that the five Wells had been 
given to Ghulam Baeul Khan only by his father. ( Ibid, p. 237 ), 

6 . Ii'raser to Ckrk# Deeemeer 25, 1532^ B. N. 32» L. N. 132.. 



Raliitiat Khan and Nawab lialiadur Jang Kluii, the Chiefs of Kutijpufa 
who followed GuLsher Klian. Ghulain Rasul Khan himself acknowledged 
the rigiit of those Chiefs to renew the. grant ; following this fuie, urged 
f^rasfer^ the present Nawub Ghulam AH Khan had the right to resume 
the grant or continue ltd He added ; It (sonsists of land forming part 
of the hereditary estate of the Chief and I do not see how any one ( hief 
ean alienate it or grant it for a longer period than his life/’* 

rhe wiiole case was brought up before Clerk in i832v (Uuilani 
Rasul himself came to Ainbala: his two younger brothers were also asked 
to come® ’J'lien tiie English Agent proceeded to the examination of tlic 
documentary evidence, produced by both the parties ; Ghularn Rasul 
Khan submitted copies of two documents, 'sliow’ing that five wells of 
land w^cre his “ undividedproperty ” ; the docurneuls had been executed 
by his father Gulsher Khan and his eldest brother, Rais Ralimat Khan ; 
the two younger brothers of Ghuiam Rasul presented another document, 
signed by Rais Bahadur Jang Khan, their ne, licw and I he eldest son of 

Rahinat Khan, w’hich proved that the income Iroiii wells.Rs 5(10 a 

year, and the allowance of Rs. 150(1 per annum, w-ere to be (equally divid¬ 
ed among Ghularn Rasul and his two brothers. Howev er, the eonten- 
tion of Ghularn Rasul Khan was accepted by Clerk and braser, the 
Nawab being directed to pay him all arrears and make over the land in 
question.^ The two younger brothers of Ghulain Jiasul de,nied the 


I. F.-imor to Clerk, mcemher 28, 18a2. B, N. :i’2, h. N. p. 472-A atlU 
4T2‘“B* I rtU heroroe Dm Nawab after the doatb e. hi» ehirr brt/thyr 

l^hadur JflTig Kban ( B. N. 28, L. N. 2 \:\ b 

52. B. N. ^ 2 , L. K- ’32, And p. 472-A — 472-B. 

3. Oierk to Fraaor, December U, 1832, B. N. 78, h. N. 82. 

4. lbid,BXid Fraaet to Clerk, Deoembor IK, 1S32. B. N, .32, b. R 13,3. 

Clerk thas explained tbe decision he had arrived at ; It wa.s the 
consideration that less weight was due, supposing thorn all to bo authenuo, 
to the lAore recent inatrurAent appearing to hav?* been executed by th^ 
last Raia than the docuxnents purporting to have been tbe deeds of his two 
predecesaors which rather inclined me to form an opinion favour able to tire 
^Iskiius of Qhulacn Rasul Khan. 
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atithenti'-'ity of their brother's docamerrts and produced tlie original 
receipts in the name of all the three brothers, for arrears of money- 
provision received from the Rais as well as for the revenues of the hve 
wells. But Cierk declared that all the documentary evidence was of a 
most conflicting nature and hence of no value, with the exception of 
receipts of reventae from the five wells by the three brothers. So Clerk 
fending himself in a fix desired both the parties to abide by the decision 
of tlic Rais, whatever that might be.' 

Fraser suggested a good solution. Five wells were to be given 
to tihulam Rasul Khan, but his share in the Cash pension was to be pro¬ 
portionately reduced. As the income from the wells was five hunered 
rupees and the cash pension fifteen hundred rupees, the total amounted 
to two thousand rupees. If it w^ere divided equally^ between three 
brothers, each would get Rs 666/10/8. Thus Ghulam Rasul, who haxl 
been given five wells worth five hundred rupees, was to get only 
Rs. 166/10/8, from the allowance granted by the Rais, so that his total 
income would not exceed the share of his two brothers/ Accordingly, 
Clerk wrote to Nawab Ghulam AH Khan requesting him to put Ghulam 
Rasul Khan in possession of the lands in question and to account 
to him for all the arrears of their revenues.® The two younger brothers, 
Ghulam Muhammad Khan and Slier Ali Khan, were informed of the 
mode of division, proposed by Fraser, which gave equal maintenance to 
all the three. 


1. ( hrk to Fruftor, 14. 18.^2. B. 78, L N 82. 

2. ’Fraser to Clerk, December 28, 183?, B. N. 3L N. 132, an 1 aho B. xV .36. 

p. Frneor ibis .‘♦jlution in liR letter to Qhal.im Ali Khan o * 

Kuiijpura. 

3. Clerk to Fraser, Janu^^vy 21, 1833, B. N 79, L. N. 1. 

Gholam Rasul Khan was in debt and he was asked to mlgn a certain 
portion of liii allowanoe to hie creditors. B» N. 80, L. N. 90. 



f'95 1 

tS) fAfiTlTIO» DlStttTfiS relating TO MaLErROTLA 

There were three important disputes, relating to the estates in 
M^aierkotla—the ftrst two showed the superiority of the claims of the 
brothers over thrso of tJie widows, while the thir<i is in a class by 
itselh 


{a) Tii<i first dispute <Kx<!irred between Sahib jan, tire widow ot 
Fail Ullah Khati and his brother^ Fai/ Talah Khand Tliese two 
lirothtrs were possessed of an estate yielding about Its, SOO ) annually. 
Sahib Jan claimed the estaie of her dead husband. Clerk recommended 
that the claims of Faiz Talab Khan should be considered favourably and 
cited a similar case in the family (of September 1830) in which Murray 
had considered the claims of the surviving brother superior to those of 
the wi(i:>w * Fraser replied that the estate should be disposed of in 
t^onformity with the Mohammadan Law, unless there was any family 
tisage to the contrary.* 

Clerk wrote again : I observed that the Pathans of Malerkotla 
have on several occasions of submitting their differences to the 
mediation of the Supreme Governruent protested against the dictates of 
Mohammadan Laws of inheritance. The records of tic: cases tha- have 
licen brought before the British Government by Gie Pathans of Maler¬ 
kotla show that the supreme Government and the local authorities 
have frequently admitted the plea wnicli the Patlians have Offered 
against being subjected to decisions founded on the rules of the 

Sharrah.''* 


1, Clerk to Fraser, March ! ">, 183S, B. N, 7S> L. N. 15. So© a’so Griff ih (The 
l^^n^ab Chiefs, Volume IL p. 529). 

These two were the sons of Fateh Khan, the boh of Nawab Bhikan Khart 
and thus cousins of the ruler of Malerkotla. Kawab Amir Ali Khan. 

2. Clerk t-o Fmser, March 16,1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 15, also 
Clerk to Metcalf€s January IS 1837, B, K. 83, I— N- 3. 

S. Fraser to Clerk, June 14, 1832, B. N 32, L. N, 40. 

Frtaet also forwarded a copy of his letter to Government (B. 32, 

p. 143-44), and the reply he had received, (p. 145-46). 

4. Clerk to Fraser, July 30, 18S2, B. jC^. 78^ L. N. 46 



riork quoted the case of the inheritance of Nur-un-Nissa, the 
\U(low of MohaiTimrid Ah Khan who died in 1823, when the rules of the 
' Sliarrah " were not obsen’edA 

Tn d.is rase,2 the Rais and other Afghan Thiefs like Kalimat 
Mi Khan were uiKinimonsly against the claims of Faiz Talab Khan. 
'Fhev also protestxi ; gainst the use of Mohamni idan Law as subver¬ 
sive of the prior usage in force among them. The reason of the 
“ apparent concord " was, as Clerk points out, that Sa’iib Jan, the 
rival claimant, was the sister of the Rais while Kahinat Ali was dis¬ 
satisfied on account of the rejection of the claim of his daughter, 
Sahib-un-Nissa, to the estate of her dead husband, "Sultan Ali Khan, 
in favour of the surviving luothor.^ 'rijp Rais even exhibited a 
deed of partition between the deceased Faiz Ullah Khan and his 
Imdher Faiz. 'Falab Khan to prove that the latt(T bad no right to the 
estate of the former. 

In spite of his best efforts, Clerk could not prevail upon 
either Sahib Jan or Faiz Ullah Khan to come to any arrangement. 
She demanded a moiety of her dead husband's estate for her * guzara * 
as the least her brother, the Rids, would sanction her accepting^ 


1, Ciet k to Fraser, July 30, IS32, H N. 7S. L. N. *6. 

in ft of December 5, 1S33, Clerk forwarded a commnmcatioD from 
the ruler of Malerk jtla protesting against tho adoption of Sharrah for ragulai- 
ing the euccesfaion to property and gave the example of his own sucoosyion 
to Chiefshjp. Clerk observed ; The Supreme Government in 1824 disapprov¬ 
ed the recommendation of the Governor-Generars agent at Delhi that the 
rides of the Sharrah should be followed in disposing of the question relating 
to the estate of Nur un-N ssa Begum ** B. N 79. L. N. 1^6. 

2, 'Furs Baz Khan, the surviving elder brother of Sultan Ali Khan and the de¬ 
clared heir to his estate, was against 8abib-iin Nissa's claim. As Clerk remark¬ 
ed, theje was no want of precedents on either aide. 

3 . The case is discussed as (B) below. There was no love lost between JRahmat 
AU and the Rais, and this Concord was prompted by taR-intwest. 

4. Clerk to Malerkotia, August 1, 1838, B. N. 83, L. K. 73. 
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Faiz Ullah Khan proposed to give onlj^ Rs. 1200. At last, after 
a great deal of persuasion on the part of Clerk, the Rais agreed 
to accept Rs. 2100 per annum for his sister ^ and before the 
Political Agent, signed an acknowledgment of her acceptance of 
the provision.'* The British Gevernment only desired that the 
allowance granted to Sahib Jan should be proportionate to her 
dignity as the sister of the Rais.® When Clerk informed the Govern¬ 
ment that the allowance would be Rs. 2100, the figure was accepted 
by the Supreme Government,® and Faiz Talab Khan was allowed 
to succeed to the estate 

(b) The Estate of Sultan All Khan. 

Sultan All Khan and Tura Baz Khan were full brothers, 
possessing an estate of Rs. 10,000 a year. The former died in 
1828, without male issue and his widow Sahib-un-Nissa, daughter 
of Rahmat Ali Khan, and his elder brother, Tura Baz Khan, 
claimed his portion of 'he estate.® Murray, the Agent at Ambala, 
and Hawkins the Resident at Delhi, had given their opinion in 
favour of Tura Baz Khan and required him to give a maintenance 
of Rs. 100 per month to his brother's widow.® The decision had 
been unpalatable to the supporters of Sahib-tln-Nissa, especially to 


1. The revenue of the estate was eetimated as Ks. 6100 by the Rate but onl y 
Rt. 5600 by Faiz Talab Khan. 

2. Metcalfe to Cleric, Februaiy 16, 183S, B. N. ^8, L. N. 7, 

Maonaghten to Metcalfe, February 14, 1888, B. N. 38. p. 23. 

3. Metca Ife to Clerk. Auguit 27, 1838, B. K. 38. L. K. 54. 

Macnaghtento Metcalfe. August 15. 1838. B. N. 38, p, 267. 

As observed in the beginning ef the Chapter, Government was not to 
favour of female succession. 

4. B. N. 38. p. m. 

6. Murray to Hawkins, September 2, 1880, B. N. 76 L. N. 303. 

Hawkins to Murray, September IS, 1830, B. N. eO, L. N. 74. 

Maftin to Murray, April 28, \8Sl, B, N, 31, L. N. 20. 
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her father, Rahmat Ali Khan. When Fraser was the Govern(»r 
GeneraFs Agent at Delhi and Clerk, in the Agency Office at 
Ambala, she appealed against the decision, but neither of the two 
proposed to interfere with the existing arrangement. Similarly 
Metcalfe refused to cancel the order of Fraser, his predecessor, when 
the widow again appealed.^ At last the case went to the Court of 
Directors and they were of the opinion that the decision fiy which 
the widow of Sultan Ali Khan was excluded in favour of his brother, 
the other share-holder in the estate, was erroneous, as the family 
usage was in favour of the widow’s claim.2 They further observed 
that “ the usages of this and other families on the subject of in¬ 
heritance are scarcely ever so fixed that precedents cannot be found 
on both sides of a question and such seems to be the case in this 
instance But, the Court of Directors, though saying that she had a 
better claim than her brother-in-law, did not think that shehad sustain¬ 
ed positive injustice. They directed that Sahib-un-Nissa should "receive 
by way of compromise the largest possible provision in land or in 
money, which the estate can reasonably afford 


1 . Metcalfe to Clerk, April 24, 1337, B. N. 87, L. N. 42. 

The matter bad been agitated in 1831 but Martin, the Besident at 
Delhi, did not consider the right of Sahib^un^Niasa to Buooeedto her late bus- 
band’s estate »o be so mcJI established by the usage of the family of Maler- 
kotla as to justify him in modifying the decree passed by Hawkins on 
Murray's recommendation. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 18, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 87. 

Extract from a 1 tter No. 48, from the Honourable the Court of Direc¬ 
tors, dated August 22, 1338, (p. 407). 

Metcalfe to Mansel, April 8 , 1817, B. N. 38, d. 408- 10. 

3 . Metcalfe to Clerk, December 13, 183^, B. N. 38, L. N« 87. 

Torrens to Metcalfe, December 5, 1838, B. N. 38, p. 406. 

Extract of a letter from tbe Court of Direotort, No. 48, of 1838, dated 
August 22, 1838, p. 407. 

Metcalfe to Mangel, April 8, 1887, B. N. 38, p. 408«O9. 
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Turabaz Khan willingly agreed .o give the increased provision as 
is apparen: by a letter witch Clerk addressed to Metcalfe*^ the 
maintenance was increased from Rs 1200 to Rs. 1500 a year, the 
greater part of which was assigned in land. The political Agent 
considered it quite adequate as the estate was worth only Rs. 5050, 
per annum; the Rais of Malerkotla also thought it to be sufficient. Clerk» 
therefore, recommended it to Government. Metcalfe expressed his 
gratification and approved of the maintenance.* Tura Baz Khan thus 
got the estate in preference to the widow. 

(c) The Estate of Nur-un-Nissa. 

Muhammad Ali Khan* was a member of the fraternity of the 
Pathans of Malerkotla. On his death, the estate was divided between his 
two widows-Nur-un-Nissa and Sultan Bibi. On the death of the former 
her share of the estate was given to the ruler of Malerkotla. This occurred 
in I823.« 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, April 20, 1830, B. K. 82, L. N, 114. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, May 6. 1834, B. N. 39, L. 25. 

Maddook to Metcalfe, May 1, 1839, B. N. 39, p. 280* 

t 

3. According to Griffin, Mubanunad Ali was the grand-eon of Naw»ib Jamal Khan 
who died in 1769—'^Chiefs of the Punjab. Volume II, p. 620. 

4. Elliott to Murray, December 18, 1828, B. N. 23, L. N* 210. 

It is one of the; longest and the most confusing ceses on record in the 
history of the Ambala Agency. It started in 1823* eight years before Clerk’s 
assumption of office, and lasted till 1838 ; scores of letters were exchanged 
between Malerkotla, Ambala, Delhi and Calcutta. Nur-ua-Nissa died in 1823 
laaving her estate which obinprised Buzynub. Knrbaksh, Natbumajra and 
a percentage of town duties of Malerkotla...•••her share in last being declared 
to be only 5 per cent. At first in 1823, all this was given to the Rais as head 
of the family ; later on, his share was reduced to two-fifths, while the three- 
fifths went to the o^ier Uiree clahnants. Busynub and Nurbaksh «had 
been already partitioiied before among the Pathen brethren, the claimants 
to her estate, but the Rais bad deprived them ot th^ir share, later on he was 
compelled to restore , the stetus quo. Oovemsnsnt refused to dist.;rb the 

{Omtinu^ onnext hage) 




In 1827, the supreme Government reversed its decision and the 
estate was directed to be divided among the Pathan brethren of 
Malerkotla.^ The principle adopted was the division of her esta e 
into five parts ; two parts were given to the Chief and one part to 
each of the three discendants of Jamal Khan.^ Her personal property 
was also to be divided in the same proportion. When called upon to 
surrender the personal property of Nur-un-Nissa, the Rais replied 
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partition. There was some dispute about Nathumajra, eiaimed by Bahmat 
Ali Khan but Govemroent ordered it to be divided with her share of the town 
duties. Her personal property had been given to the Rais in 1828 whj 
refused to part with it, inspite of Qovemtnent*s desire to divide it among 
the various claimants. 

See B. N. 23. L. N. 219. B. N. 27. LL. N. 161A. 209. 248. 265 and 281. 
B. N. 28. LL. N. 16. 38 and 150. B. N. 30. LL. N. 93A and 94 and the 
memorandum of Blake. B. N. 30. pp. 160-95. 

It is apparent that Government was actuated by a desire to give unifor¬ 
mity to the laws of succession in Malerkotla. Nur-un-Nissa’s heirless 
estate was equally divided among various claimants with a double share 
for the Rais, who was the head of the family. Later on. even this 
.distinction was to go. All such estates were, in future^ to be divided equally. 

t 

1. Bee Hislop to Murray. June 17. 1827 B. N. 27. L. N. 16iA. and 
November 25. 1827. B. N. 27. L. N. 281. 

Clerk to Fraser, August 15, 1884, B. N. 80, L, N. 123. 

2. Murray to Colebrooke, March 3. 1828 B. N. 76. L. N. 30. 

Colebrooke to Murray. M^rob 7. 1828, B. N. 28. L. N, 38. 

As early as August 2S, 1827; Colebrooke had written to Murray 

that tlie estate should be partitioned between all the descendants of Jamal 
Khan and that none of the members of the family should be excluded 
from the share; the order was to be strictly enforced (B. N. 27. L. N. 
209). Also see B. N. 28. L. N. 120-A. 

Although Rahmat Ali Khan expressed his dis-satisfaotion against this 
award which gave a larger share to the Rais, yet Government refused to 
change it as far as Nur-un-Nissa’s property was oonoemed* 

See Hawkins to Swintoo. April 1. 1828. B. N. 38. p. 133. 

Swinton to Hawkins. May 23. 1830. B. N* 38. p. 147. 
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that he had enjoyed it for four years under the decree of the Supreme 
Government and that he could not produce the personal effects.* 
Colebrooke, the Resident at Delhi, in reply to a letter of Murray, had 
expressed his reluctance to enforce this demand as after such a lapse 
of time no expectation could be entertained of their recovery. Clerk 
himself felt that it would be a great hardship to call on the Bais 
(in 1834) after a lapse of eleven years to restore the personal pro¬ 
perty of the deceased lady,* 


But the other claimants did not want to give up their share of 
personal property and Tura Bas Khan and Rahmat Ali Khan again 
put forward their claims. Clerk's reply was the same — that it would 
be a case of hardship, but he was prepared to renew the demand on 
the Rais if Metcalfe disagreed with the above view.* 


This point of hardship. Clerk reiterated in a letter to the 
Agent to the Governor General.* There was also dispute between 
the Rais and Rahmat Ali over twenty percent of the town duties 
levied in Malerkotla,* which had formed a part of Muhammad Ali's 


1. Clerk to Fresej, August IS, 1834. B. N. 80, L. N« 133, 

2. JM. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 10, 1836, B. N. 83, L. K. 171. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe. June 17, 1837, B. N. 88. L. N. 87. 

6, Bahmat Ali Khi^ preeeitted a petition to tlie Lientenaat'Oevemar, Agra, 
in which he asserted that he and his father had been receiving ten per eent 


CMttinmi Oft noA ft/t 
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estate. In reality relations between the two were extremel ystrained. 
Thjis bitterness, as Clerk pointed out, was due to the disappoint- 
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of these duties for the past fifty-three j-ears, U very much prior to the 
British connection and that none of the Pathan brethren had objected. He 
at AO pointed out how in 1835, Clerk had passed an order dividing the 20 per 
(*ont Customs duty of Materkotla among yarions claimants and that the Agent 
at Delhi had confirmed Clerk’s decision (B. N. 37, p. 157-60.) 

Clerk, in considering the petition, discussed the question of Kahmat 
Ati*s Rhare of town duties in his despatch of June 17, 1837. He pointed out 
how twenty percent duties were assigned by Ochterlony in 1811 to the two 
widows—Kur-un-Nissa and Sultan Bibi—*of Muhammad AH, inspite of Rabmat 
AH Khan’s protest who had been in receipt of half or 10 percent of these 
duties. Rahmat AH had protested in 1837 also but no heed bad been paid 
to his protests. But he also admitted that Hahmat Ali ba<l been enjoying the 
duties (10 percent) inspite of Ochtcrlony’s decree and that he had advised the 
Pathan brethren toaettle the dispute among themselves. As they bad failed 
to do so. he arranged for the partition of the town duties on June 10, 1835. 
He also observed that had the conduct of Rahmat AH Khan been more con¬ 
ciliatory towards the Chief he would have been assigned this percentage 
unanimously by the Pathan brethren. Clerk also referred to Blake's memo¬ 
randum in which the whole oaee had been thoroughly discussed. (B. N. 83, 
L.N.27), 

In October 1837, Metcalfe forwarded to Clerk a copy of a letter of the 
Secretary at Agra, asking him to carry into effect. ** the very explicit 
instructions ” of the Lieutenant«Govemor, Ten percent of the duties were 
to be given to Rahmat Ali Khan provided that ** the fe^t of possession 
before the commencement of our superxnaey be established Further, Clerk 
was directed ** to confine the attachment and the division to the 5 percent 
possessed by Kur-un-Kissa during her life time, the order of the Uoverament 
having only reference to that whioh was in the possession of the lady Nur-un- 
Kissa at the time ofher deeeaee and the eeisnre of what was possessed by 

Oontenued on next page 
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ment which Rahmat Ali Khan felt over the question of chiefship.^ 
In 1B34, the attitude of Rahmat Ali to the Rais, Nawab Aihir 


Continued from page 102 

another before our Mpermaoy eommeneecl being precluded by the fundamen 
tal ruie of our connection with the Stateo ** (B. N. $7, L* N» 97, October 7> 
1837, and Hamilton to Metcalfe, September 30, 1837, p* 340*42), 

Clerk again took up the queation in June 1837* He admitted that the 
dutiee claimed by Rahmat Ali had been enjoyed by hie father,...Ata Ullah 
Khan, when he was the ruler of Malerkotia. Amir Ali Khan, the Rais of 
Kunjpura, contended that the duties were enjoyed because no specific appoint¬ 
ment of the revenues had been made and that Ata Ullah Khan appropriated 
what ever he chose to take and that as be was the ruler, the right ought to 
descend to him. Rahmat Ali iCban pointed out that ho had oontinu cd to 
enjoy the right since 1810, the year of his father’s death and that his father 
possessed it not in right of being chief but as eonfirmed on him as a free gift 
by his ni^hew Muhammad Ali Khsrn. Clerk went on to obiSrve that Rahmat 
Ali khan had been tacitly allowed by the fraternity to enjoy the peroenUge 
unquestioned and that even Ochtorlony’s decree “did not tend to his being 
deprived of it*\ He agreed with deeision of the Lieutenant-Governor 
that the property sbould remain a« it wae in Rahmat Ali Khan’s possession 
but requested Qovemment to annuid Ochterlony’s decree, aa it would conti¬ 
nue to give rise to more squabbles in future. (B. 83, L. N. 26). 

The Rais of Malerkotia did not appear to be satisfied with the 
decision On June 4. 1838, Metcalfe advised Clerk to oommunioate to the 
Bais, who waa believed to be at Ambala, “on the subject thereof pointing 
out to him the folly as well as inutility oi troubling the Bight HonoufTable 
the Governor-Oeneral in Connoil with repeated references on a case already 
fully decided*’, and his obstinate persistenee in urging upon his notice a 
case already fully decided”. (B. N, L. N. 26). 

Griffin “ Punjab Chiefs” Volume 11, p. 632. . Rahmat Ali Khan, after 
the death of hii father, Newab Ata Ullah Khan, in 1810, laid 


Contin^ied on next pag/e 
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Ali Khan, became so offensive that the latter came personally to Ambala. 
Clerk invited Rahmat Ali also and effected a reconciliation between 
the two. Later on, Rahmat Ali gave further provocation and 
erected a separate fort. Clerk says that hostilities would have 

resulted had not he himself gone to Malerkotla.* Since then 
Rahmat Ali^s conduct had been peaceable but there was no love 
lost between him and the Rais.^ 


About Rahmat Ali's claim to the personal property of Nur-un- 
Nissa and his complaint that Clerk had deprived him of his share 


Coniinned from page 103 

claim to the Ohiefihip, but his claim was sticoessfully oontestod by 

Wazir Khao, the elder son af Nawab Bhikan Khan (Ochterlony to 

Birch, March S6, 1821, B. N* 21, L. N. 104). The British Govern* 

ment wanted to introduce the rule of primo-geniture in the state. 

So the appeal of Rahmat Ali Khan was dismissed, and succession 
waa vested in Wazir Khan and his male heirs. (B. N. 22, L. N. 140). 
Rahmat Khan was very much aggrieved and regarded Wazir Khan 
and his descendants as usurpers. At this time Wazir Khan’s son, 
Amir Ali Khan, was the Rais. (B. N. 81, L. N. 124, and B. N. 88, 
L, N. 27). 


2, Clerk to Metcalfe, June 17, 1837, B. N. 88, L. N. 27. 

1. In May 1838, Amir Ali Khan of Kunjpura presented a petition 

alleging Uiat Rahmat Ali Khan had tyrannised over the petitioner 
to such a degree that he had bean obliged to leave his old rssi* 
and live at Ambala, This brought a severe reimke to him for Torrens 


Contiuned on runt page 
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for the last eleven years, the English Agent cited Murray’s order 
that only the landed estate was to be partitioned while her 
personal property was to be relinquished to the estate.^ 


(Continued from page 104) 

observed to Metoalfe : ** It appeara vhat the Chief aokaowledgea his inability 
to maintain his authority, although fully supported by the British Qovem« 
ment in his own territory, an admission the possible oonaequenoe of which 

he should.have maturely considered before making it» as the impression 

thereby produced upon His Lordship’s mind cannot be favourable towards 
his efficiency in the character of an independent ruler However, an inter* 
diet was placed by the Supreme Government on Hahmat AH Khan’s residence 
in Malerkotla. Metcalfe authorised Clerk to speak to R abmat Ali Khan to 
that ef/ect and take an assurance from him of oonduoti ng himslf in a more 
peaceable and respectable manner towards the head of the family* (Metcalfe 
to Clerki June 4, 1838, B. N. 38, p. 132.) 

Torrens to Metoalfe, May 269 1838, B* N. 38, p. 132. 

and Arzi of Amir AH Khan to the Secretary and the Deputy Secretary, B.N. 38, 
p. 147—48, p. 148—49, received on May 8 , 1838. 

L Clerk to Metcalfe* June 17, 1837, B* N. 83, L. N« 27. Als o see Bi K. 80, 
LL. N. 93A and 94. 

Clerk agreed with the views of Colebrooke, who had observed that he 
was not prepared to give any final instructions as it lay o pen to much 
discussion, both as to the extent of the property a ctually received by the 
Rais and the fairness of calling on him at such a distan ce of time to refund, 
what he oonsidering himself authorised by the fir st decision of Government, 
to apply to bis own use, might be supposed to have expended*’* (B. N. 88 , 
L. N. 27). 


With this point of view, the Lieutenaiit»Qovernor did not agree and 
(ieolared that he could not see ** the propriety or justice of su oh an exemp* 
tion He added that difficulties would be experienoed but an estimate 
should be made and a monetary adjustment effected according to the pro* 
portion fixed by Colebrooke* Finally, the Secretary at Agra observed . 

{ConUimed pti imsS |pit^) 





fioei 


Another cla||n was put forward. This time the claimant was 
Sultan Bibi, the second widow of Mohammad AH. Her agent wanted 
to inquire whether he order of the Government of 1827, partitioning 
Nur-un~Nissa’s estate, had been carried into effect. Commenting on 
the claim of Sultan Bibi, Clerk said that her petition was not 
clear. In one part of the petition, she claimed to inherit the entire 
estate of her husband but this claim had been rejected by the 
orders of Government in 1823. In the second part, she had quoted 
the orders of Government of May 23. 1827. in support of her claim/ 
which prescribed a partition of her husband*s estate between the 
descendants of Jamal Khan and the Chief. This had been done 
but as Clerk ol served no share had been assigned to her.^ The 
next time, Clerk took up the case was in June 1838. 

Discussing the question of inheritance of Nur-un-Nissa's 
personal property, he went on to say that the claim of Rahmat 
Ali Khan might be rejected and set at rest in consequence of the 
documents executed in 1833 between the Rais and Rahmat Ali Khan^. 


(Continued from page 105) 

His Honour desires it may be distinctly understood that such a scale is only 
applicable to the division of this particular escheat and by no means to be 

assumed as a precedent in future occasions.Future cases of dispute will 

be decided as may seem to be most equitably **. (B. N, 37, p. 340—42). 

This was due to the petition presented by Bahmat AU Khan in which he 
referring to the property left by Nur-un-Nissa, had reminded the Agra Govern* 
ment of Murray’s promise, that it would be divided in confirmity with the orders 
of the Supreme Government, adding that it had not been done by Clerk. 
(B. N. 87, L. N. 52, p. 163—64, May 20, l837). 

KaturaUy, the Rais, Amir Ali Khan protested against the award of the 
Lieutenant-Governor. (B« N* 38, p. 147—48). 

1 . Clerk to Metcalfe, August 10, 1887, B. N. 83t p. 62. 

As Clerk said, she had enough.a moiety of a village and 5 per cent 

share of the town duties and that wae adequate maintenance ; he added that 
she was being instigated by Rahmat Ali Khan. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 17, 1838, B. N. 83, L. N 68, 

That shows w)iat sanctity WM a^taolied to spell document by partieil 

#eil|ib6Kn«4« 
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the first docucment admitted that ten percent town duties had 
continued to be the share of Rahmat Ali Khan since the life-time 
of Nur-un Nissa and the Rais had agreed \o relinquish it for the 
future. The second proved that this share was a part of the efetate of 
Mohammad Ali, the ^husband of Nur-un-Nissa. The third document 
was exjpeuted by Rahmat Ali Khan foregoing his right to the 
presonal property of Nur-un-Nissa, which was to vest in the Chief.^ 
But the final deoieion came a few weeks later, when Metcalfe forwarded 
to Clerk all relevant letters. Thus it was only in August 1838 that this 
ticklish question, which had been hanging fire since 1823, was solved.* 


1. Another dispute between Rahmat All Khan and the Rais was on the claim of 
one Sarfraz Khan, the eon of Imam Ali, the brother of the former who died 
in 1839. As the claimant was the son of a prostitute, therefore, be deserved 
only an assignment and not any inheritance. Clerk had at first agreed in giving 
him a share of the inheritance, as the Rais was in favour of such a deeision. 
Clerk wanted that Rahmat Ali and the Rais should eome to an understanding 
between themselves as it was a family question. Later on, the Bais also oame 
round to the view of an assignment and as a special case, Sarfraz IChan was 
given a main tensnee of Rs. 800—the amount given to the other three widows 
of Imam Ali Khan — Clerk to Thomason, August 19, 1841, B. N. 162, 
L. N. 30. 

Clerk again referred to Sarfraz Khem^s claim in a letter of July 20, 
1842. However, he refused to modify or change his award. (B. N. 164, 
L. N. 21.) 

2. Metcalfe, on Jime 20, 1838 (B. N. 38, L. N. 29) forwarded a letter from 

Torrensi the Deputy Secretary to the Government to the r uler of Malerkotla 
(B. N. 38, p. 166-r66) in which it was clearly written that his Lordship did 
not see any grounds for oanoelliog the final orders passed by the Lieutenant* 
Governor in the case. Torrens further wrote : It would not only be a very 

great impropriety in altering the decisions of the proper authorities and that 
I am also aware that it would be indel ioate to interfere in the disoharge ef 
their duties.*' 


{Continued on page) 
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In tho end I might add that the details of the various suooession 
dieputOB, as related in the foregoing pages, show bow Clerk had to 

contend against one fundamental difficulty-the want of a fixed Law 

of succession and conifequent confusion on its being modified in 
accordance to the usages, interests and prejudices of different families.” 
Clerk displayed a great capacity for exposition and adjudication. It is 
true that Murray was a pioneer in this respect but his work was conti¬ 
nued worthily by Clerk. Again and again by his masterly marshalling of 
facts, his lucid analysis of the claims of various hairs and by the cogent 


(Continued from 'page 107) 

Metcalfe gave a very lucid summary of the case in his letter to Torrens 
(B. N. 38, July 23, 1838, p. 229-30), a copy of which he sent to Clerk (B.N. 38, 
L. N. 46, August 14, 1838). According to Metcalfe, the fact of Kahmat Ali 
having enjoyed 10 percent in the Malerkotla town duties antecedent to the 
Britiah rule was fully established. Therefore, he was placed in the possession 
of the same ; only five percent belonging to the deceased Nur-un-Nissa and 
her estate of Nathumajra remained to be divided agreeably to the propor¬ 
tion laid down by Oolebrooke approved by tl^e Lieutenant-Governor. The 
personal property of Nur-un-Nissa was difficult to be estimated: Moreover, 
Kahmat Ali Khan had executed a deed foregoing his right to it ; under 
these circumstanoes, the claim of Kahmat Ali Khan was on no account 
to be admitted and it was to go to the Kais, Thus the Rais got the 
personal effects of the deceased lady and 2 percent of town duties and 
two-fifths of the village while Kahmat Ali Khan secured 10 percent of 
duties plus his one-fifth share in 5 percent town duties belonging to Nur-un* 
Ntssa and the same share in the village. Oiher claimants also received 
their share in the town duties and the Nathumajra. Buzynub and Nurbakhsh 
had already been partitioned. That, aooording to Metcalfe, was a very fair 
division between the parties ; In the end he remarked ; ** A settlement 
mere oonsistont with their claims would have been effected if made at the 
period * of Nur-un-Nissa's demise but under the present circumstances a 
fairer decision on this intricate oase cannot in my opinion be effected.’' 

Metcalfe, also forwarded to Clark a copy of Macnagbten's letter autho¬ 
rising the former to carry out the arrangement already proposed by him and 
Clerk. (B, N. 3$, p, 230, August 26» 1333). 
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recommendation that he made in most cases. Clerk is revealed as one who 
held a thorough grasp of these pioblems. It is seldom that Government 
expressed its dis^approval of his judgment and decision, his point of 
view, at times, being accepted in preference even to that of the Governor 

General s agent at Delhi-Ramgarh provides a good example. One 

cannot also help noticing the sympathetic attitude which he maintained 
towards certain unfortunate claimants towards Bassawa Singh of 
Baidwan, an illegitimate off-spring* 



CHAPTER III. 

THE BRITISH GNVERNMENT AND THE PRINCIPLE OF LAPSE 

A large number of states or estates lapsed to the Supreme Govern¬ 
ment in the time of Clerk, because of the failure of lineal heirs. The 
various principles and considerations underlying such forfeitures are dis¬ 
cussed in this chapter. The rights of collaterals, t.e., persons of common 
descent but by different line, are always difficult to define. The Com¬ 
pany's Government, therefore, could not follow a consistent policy in this 
respect. Sometimes, it denied the right of a collateral under the Sikh 
Law to succeed to an inheritance ; more often it allowed a collateral to 
inherit. One fact, however, is clear from the correspondence, namely 
that the collaterals did not succeed as a matter of right. If such a right 
had been absolutely recognized by the Supreme Government, it could not 
have been able to occupy Perozepur, Kaithal, and a p ortion of Jind ; 
however, many of the principalities had no collaterals to claim them and 
their escheat was lawful-Thanesar providing a good example.^ 

The events leading to the proclamation of 1809, by which the 
British took the ** Cis-Sutlej Chiefs," t.e. the Phulkian rulers of Patiala, 
Nabha and Jind, the Bhaikian ruler of Kaithal and a host of other petty 
Chiefs under their protection, has already been described in Chapter I. 


1. Lawrence, in hie Beport on Kaithal, pointed out the differen ce between the 
attitude of British Government and that of any other suzerain power thus: 
“ The protected Sikh States have ever been treated by Government in all 

internal questions.as strictly sovereign states.it has been their fortune 

to fall under our rule but had they a Mahratta, Pathan or Sikh monarch, it 
would not be a question whether men, whose anoestors had no share in acquir¬ 
ing certain districts, should benefit by collateral connection, with such conquer¬ 
ors but whether sons should succeed their fathers or rather wb ether the whole 
should not be on the footing of Jagirs held on terms of military eervioe and 
resumable at pleasure.'* B. N. 88A; p. 343. 
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As Cunningham^ and GriflSn* have pointed out, Ochterlony, the first 
Political Agent, h ad been under the impression that only a few Chiefs 
existed between th e Sutlej and the Jumna but he found “ a host of small 
fraternities comprising many hundreds of the rank and file among the 
followers of the original conquerors who had been quartered over the 
country with separate villages for their maintenance and who were alike 
now vested with authority as independent rulers by the vague terms of 
proclamation of 1809.These petty rulers often failed to keep order 
within their estates and what was worse, not infrequently, quarrelled 
among themselves. This led to the issuing of a stern warning to them in 
the subsequent proclamation of 1811.* This, however, hardly improved 
matters, 80 that the rule of the Chiefs continued to remain in such un¬ 
satisfactory condition as to lead the English Agents, stationed at Ambala, 
to form the view that the British Government should take every oppor¬ 
tunity of extending its control over iheir territory. Such opportunity 
would naturally occur at the failure of the lineal heirs of the Chiefs. This 
was one circumstance resulting in the lapse of a number of Chiefships to 
the Supreme Government. Whenever Clerk recommended an escheat of 
a territory, he talked of the inhabitants benefitting from enlightened 
British rule. But that was not the only motive lying behind the appli¬ 
cation of the principle of lapse. The British Government was being put 


1. Cunningham, p* 144. 

2. Chiefs and Families of Note in the Panjab—Voiume I, p. 55—56. 

3. Cunningham says that Ochterlony owned to the Marquis of Hastings in a private 
communication dated May 7, ISIS, that his proclamation of 1806 had been passed 
on an erroneous idea (p. 114). Qriffin gives the example of the Ambala 
district which had some thirty petty rulers Chiefs and families of Note, 
Volume 1 • p, 5o« 

4. Griffin rightly remarks : “ with few exceptions, the leading families of 
today are the direct descendants of the conquerors of 1763, an aristocracy 

with no tradition but that of plunder, with no claims to respect as the scions 
of an ancient line, aliens and foreigners, still and with no sympathy for the 
people whose revenues are now guaranteed to them in per|>etuity. (/6fd, 
p. 64). 
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to much expense and a great deal of worry sinoe the day it had EBsumed 
the paramountcy of the Sirhind Chiefs.^ It had to oompenBate itself 
particularly in the absence of any direct tribute from the states. This 
could only be done by taking over these principalities whenever the direct 
line of owners failed. 


Clerk, in a letter to Metcalfe, while dealing with the peti- 
ion of Sardar Sarup Singh of Bazidpiir; on his claiming the Chief- 
ship of Jind, makes a masterly exposition of the considerations 
underlying the whole policy of lapse.^ 


I have mentioned the division of the Sikhs into two big 

sections.the Manjha Sikhs and the Malwa Sikhs. Generally, the 

former lived in the country situated to the North of the Sutlej 
and latter to . its South. But many of the Manjha Sikhs had 
established themselves to the South of the Sutlej® also and Clerk 
wished that their acquisitions should be treated differently from 
those of the Malwa Sikhs. He wrote : Unquestionably their is 

an essential difference and it is this : that, whereas the Phulkians® are 
the ancient cultivators, zemindars and latterly the proprietors of the 


1. Griffin puts the whole position in a nut-shell in one sentence: “ Was it through 
motives of humanity and benevolence alone that the Government assumed 
this inconvenient and odious charge, to save from the rapacity of Ran jit Singh 
the Chiefs who had sought its protection p” (The laws cf Inheritance to 
Chiefsliips, p» 77). 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 28, 183S, B. N. 82, L. N. 44. 

8. He observed : “ The remainder of these territeries between the Sutlej and the 
Jumna, under the protection of the British Government are.in the posses¬ 

sion of the Manjha Sikhs, who quitting their villages North of the Sutlej in 
confederacies, more or less numerous, according to the extent of the con¬ 
quests contemplated on the South of the river, wrested from the Mohatnxnadan 
authorities the lands they now possess. {Ibid), 

4* Clerk oalls the Malwa Sikhs by this name* 






lands they occupy, the remainder or generally speaking, the Manjha 
Sikhs are those, who came sword In hand from the settlements 
north of the Sutlej and possessing themselves of the authority over 
such places on this side of the river, they could conquer, thus 
established their dominions He very strongly felt that this dis¬ 
tinction should guide the relations of the British Government with 
the Cis-Sutlej State. He accordingly tried to make a distinction in 
succession to the property or the estate of the two sections of the 
Sikhs ; ** Were the Phulkians to be regarded in their proper character 
as subject land holders or Taaluqedare or Tributary Rajas, and the 
Manjha Sikhs as the numerous members of association organized 
for the conquest of lands over a portion of which every individual, 
on the decline of Muhammadan power in the middle of the last 
century, established his right of sovereignty ; the former, while 
contributing a due share of their revenues to the support of the 
Supreme Government, would acquire in matters of inheritance every 
advantage of Jat latitude of customs and the transmission of their 
heirless estates, the power of consulting only their own opinions ; 
and the acquisitions of the latter would continue to be enjoyed 
by Sardars or Chiefs and their lineal descendants exempt from all 
tribute but liable to resumption by the Paramount Government in 
default pf direct heirs and by no means subject to transfer to any 
other Sardar or Chiefs In other words, the Phulkian or the 

Malwa Sikhs, in the event of paying tribute to the Supreme Govern¬ 
ment, were to possess the right of giving their estates even to 
distant relations ; but the South Manjha Sikhs could nave no such 
right and in the event of the failure of lineal heirs, their estates 
could be resumed by the paramount state. But it should be noted 
here that none of the Gis-Sutlej Chiefs, whether belonging to the 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23,1336, B. 82, L. K. 44. 
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Manjha or Malwa Class, paid any tribute to the British Government. 
In the Article 2 of the Proclamation of 1809, they had been declared as 
exempted from all pecuniary tribute to the British Government.'' 
For this reason, the distinction, pointed out by Clerk, was not accepted 
by the Supreme Government,^ in respect to escheats, as is clear from the 
following : — 


“ On the subject of our relations with the Sikh Chieftains, the 
Governor-General-in-Council is disposed entirely to agree with Sir 
Charles Metcalfe in thinking that we are not warranted in making any 
distinction between the Chiefs, whose ancestors were the ancient culti¬ 
vators or zamindars of the country and those descended from invaders 
from the north of the Sutlej. The Lieutenant-Governor observes firstly 
that both classes of Chiefs come under our protection under precisely the' 

same circumstances at the same time and on the same terms-^Our 

right to pecuniary benefit from any connection with them, must be 
limited to the revenue of the land which may escheat to us as to the 
Supreme Power.* 


Clerk further developed his point by writing that tiic Phulkiaii 
rulers of Patiala, Nabha, Jind and Kaithal were the “ mabguzars ” of 
the Mughals who had to pay revenue to the Imperial Treasury and were 
punished for non-payment.* Later on, in the middle of the eighteenth 


1* Ab remarked in Chapter II, Lawrence had emphati(;ally declared that there was 
no difference between the practices of the Manjha and Malwa Sikhs in inherit 
anoe and succession. (B. N. 88A, p. 336). 

2. Quoted by Clerk in his letter to Thomason of March 30, 1842, B. N. 88A» 
L. N. 8. 


3. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 44. 

Clerk observes : ** Gajpat was a 2'aaluqedar* If he neglected to pay 
revenue to the reigning Government, be was ooeroed and compelled to do so. 
On this account Bakshi Najib Beg took him prisoner to Delhi, as in the 
reign of Mohammad Shah, his Subedar at Sirhind captured for similar reason 
Ala Jat, the ancestor ot Patiala Haja and on the same account Abdul Hamid 
Khan, an officer of the Empire, seized the father of the present Chief of 
Kaithal, carried him to Delhi and there tortured him.** 
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century^ the Phulkian Chiefs disregarded the claim of supremacy 
advanced by the Mughal Government but then it had become too weak 
to protect them. 'I'liey then had to shift for themselves. This 
period came to an end in 1809 when they were brought formally under 
the control of the British Government ; since that time the British 
Government had been protecting them and can be said to have takan the 
place of the Mughal Government, It, therefore, deserved to exercise the 
rights of a paramount power. Clerk wrote It would be difficult to 
discover in what respect the British Government has proved ineffectual 
for the protection of these states or in any other manner failed towards 
them so as to depr.ve it of any of these rights of supremacy exercised 
by its predecessor in virtue of which due contributions were hence drawn 
in support of the expenses of the state.'' 


There were other states, said Clerk, which contributed, in 
proportion to their means, io the resources of the Supreme Government 
and in return received protection ; it was certainly unfair, that the 
Phulkians should contribute nothing but receive the same protection. 


Again, Clerk very strongly felt that the benefit of British rule 
should be extended to the people of the states whenever any chance 
arose. “ Nothing can be conceived as more opposed to the amelioration 
or more regardless of the choice and feelings of people—more remote 
from the policy which it is expedient here to pursue in respect to them, 
when opportunities arise for there release, to perpetuate on them that 
thraldom which they hold in great abhorrance."^ 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B. N. 82, L. • 44. 


I. /Mf* 
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Talking again about ihe Manjha Sikhs, Clerk said thg.t they 
should be most anxious to secure the permanency of their Chiefships, 
as they had conquered the lands they were occupying. But they knew 
that they could not get the right of passing their Chiefships to their 
kinsmen except by making some money payment to the Paramount 
State. They were completely indifferent in this ma' ter ; therefore, it 
was the duty of the Supreme Government that it should not forego for 
ever so many chances of introducing among the poeple of these terri¬ 
tories a better system of Government than that of the petty Sikh 
Sardars. Talking of administration, he thought that the states of 
Malwa Sikhs were not very much better. But in course of time, with 
their rank and resources, they could be able to make improvement. 


In regard to the right of assuming lapses, the position of the 
British Government was unambiguous and clear. Clerk quoted the 
orders of the Supreme Government dated April 15, 1820, in which the 
Governor-General-in-Council, was the more readily disposed to exercise 
the right as Government bid not derive any compensation in the way 
of tribute from the Sikh Chiefs or otherwise for the protection afforded 
to them and the expense incurred by it.^ As to the question of com¬ 
pensation to be taken by the Supreme Government, Clerk thought that 
there were two courses open to it: either the Supreme Government 
should take possession of the territory on the failure of heirs or receive 
a fixed tribute. Against resumption, the points were the remoteness 
of such possession, their poverty, and their scattered position. More¬ 
over, some of the lapsed estates were isolated among Sikh States and 
their management consequently entailed much trouble and solicitude. 


1 . Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23.1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 44. 
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Bnt in favour of resumption, the points were many-the improvement 

in the condition of the people, the increase in their material happiness, 
and finally the check provided against misiule in the adjoining 
estate. 


In regard to a tribute scheme, Clerk said that the British 
Government had promised not to levy any tribute ; if a change had 
to come it should come from the princes themselves.^ He was sure 
that it would be acceptable to “ the House of Phul then each of 
the Phulkian States would enter into separate treaties with the 
British Government which would acknowledge them as independent 
sovereigns in all other respects. What would be their position then ? 
By way of reply, Clerk wrote : They would then occupy a higher 
position in the scale of Allies than they now stand in towards the 
British Government. And they would thereby be constituted the 
lords in perpetuity of that ^oil, of which under the paramountcy of 
the Mohammadan Empire, they were the cultivators."' The Manjha 
estates must, of course, continue to lapse to the Supreme 
Government, Clerk observing : The prospect of occasional lapses 
that must occur among so many petty proprietors may be held to be 
some compensation to the British Government for the expenses incurred 
in protecting them. And as the Sardars themselves are satisfied to 
be protected on these terms, there seems to be no good reason for 
revising the system,^ 

Clerk then went on to explain how about four years earlier 
(about the year 1832 ) ^ he was “ directed by the Secretary to the 


1. Glerk to Thomason, March 80, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 8. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1886, B. N* 82, L. N. 44. 

3. Clerk puts 1832 as the date when this inquiry was made but Qriffin in The 
Rajas of the Punjab ** (p. 330) says that it was made **four years before the 
death of the Raja ** (Sangat Singh of Jind)—The Raja died in 1634 and 
therefore the date of inquiry comes to 1830; Obviously Clerk is correct as he 
made the inquiry himself. Further, this inquiry was instituted after the death 
of Jamiyat Singh of Thanesar in December 1881» and so it could not hove befq 
holdhtl8l|0. 
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Governor-General to ascertain if the principal protected Sikhs were 
willing to pay tribute, on the understanding that, should they not do 
so, Government would continue to take advantage of all lapses as 
the mode of compensation in any dgree for the exp ense to which 
the estate is subjected by the extension of its protection over the 
countries lying between the Sutlej and the Jumna.^'' This inquiry 
was suggested because of the Thanesar estate of Jamiyat Singh, who 
died without heirs, was considered to have lapsed to the Supreme 
Government. The princes were told of the alternative clearly and 
definitely, if they did not agree to accept the tribute scheme. It 
was hoped that the protected Chief would themselves be anxious 
to establish such relations with the British Government as might 
induce the latter to forego its title to lapses. For that purpose, the 
Political Agent held conversations with the confidential agents of 
Patiala, Nabha, Kaithal and Jind in the spirit in which it seemed 
to be the desire of the Governor-General that the subject should 
be discussed. He told them frankly that their masters were at full 
liberty to adopt the suggestion or reject it. He drew pointed atten¬ 
tion to the cases of Jind and Kaithal whose rulers were without 
issue.^ Had the rulers been possessed of a little foresight, they 
should have closed with the fair offer of the British Govenment 
and agreed to pay a tribute so that their states should have been 
guaranteed to them and their heirs. But they did not do so and 
thus lost a golden opportunity. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23. 1836. B. N. 82, L. N. 44. 

2. Talking about the rulers of Kaithal and Jind, Clerk said : “ They were youths 

certainly but so plunged in dissipation and debaucheries to afford little pros¬ 
pect of a long continuance of their lives. The latter is now dead. The demise 
of the former is daily expected as he ean obtain no relief from a parlytio 
attaok. 




The four rulers met at Dhoda, a village situated on their com¬ 
mon frontiers to discuss the matter. They informed Clerk of their 
intention of doing so, but did not give him any formal intimation 
of the result. Clerk wrote that two of the Chiefs and some of the 
ministers were in favour of revising their relations with the British 
Government but their opinion was not accepted by others whose 
influence was at the time greaterClerk is perfectly right when he 
says about Chiefs ; They were Sikhs and in the true spirit of Sikh 
recklessness of the future, they counselled the countenance of the 
present easy terms, as far as the present was concerned. Later 
events, however, appear to have caused even the most unreflecting 
to regret that their advice on that occasion, led to the disregard of a 
scheme which, if adopted, might have averted that uncertainty in re¬ 
gard to the continuance of their sovereignties/' It was only when the 
lapse of Jind was staring in the face of the Phulkian rulers that they 
thought that a treaty between them and the British Government, on 
the basis of a lixed tribute to be paid by the former, would have been 
fair and equitable. Later on, when Kaith al lapsed to the British 
Government, they must have repented all the more. But they were 
too late then. 


Clerk to Metcalte, March 23, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. '4. 

Clerk talks of the two Chiefs who to wanted accept the British proposal of 
a tribute, but he does not say who they were. Similarly Griffin, in “The 
liajas of the Punjab'* (p. 330) does not mention any names. Clerk simply 
wrote thus ; This however was a clear perception by two of the Chiefs 
of the future advantages of now revising their relations with the British 
Government, strengthened if not first awakened by the discernment of the 
most able of their ministers in attendance. But the opinions of the latter wore 
over*ruled by the others, whose influence was at the time greater**. 

In January 1836 (B. N 82, L* N. 11), there was a rumour that Patiala 
wanted to pay a tribute but nothing was heard of it later. On December 26, 
1836, Bushby sent an extract from the Court of Directors demanding an 
account of the tribute levied from the different chiefs under his control. 
(B. N« 36, li. N. 92). In reply. Clerk declared that no tribute was paid by any 
Cis-Butlej Chief (B. N. 82, L. N. 6). 
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Having discussed the principles underlying the policy of lapse, 
I now turn to the estates and estate which partially or wholly escheated 
to the British Government. They were: Thanesar, Lashkar-Khan«ki-Sarai, 
Sadaura, estates of Megh Singh of Buria and Chawla Siugh Jemeraya, 
Malik, Gadauli, Bubbeal, Tira, Majra, Ferozepur and the two states 
Jind and KaithaL The Cis-Sutlej estates of Gaukpur and Mustafabad, 
and the Simla Hill States of Baghat and Jubbal were first taken over 
but later on restored to the claimants. 1 shall be dealing with Thanesar, 
Ferozepur, Jind, Kaithal, Baghat and Jubbal in this chapter, while 
the treatment of others would be found as Appendix to this Chapter 
at the end.^ 

(1) Thanesar. 

This estate was originally conquered by Mit Singh. On his 
death it was divided between his nephew, Bhag Singh and Bhanga 
Singh. The former, inspite of his being the elder brother, got only 
two-fifths as his share, while the other secured the remaining three- 
fifths. 


Bhanga Singh was followed by his son, Fateh Singh, who died 
in 1819. At his death, his mother, Mai Jian, assumed the Chiefship. 
Later on, having become old, she devolved it on her two daughter-in- 
law — Chand Kunwar and Rup Kunwar — who were con firmed in the 
possession of the estate on the Mai Jian, on June 10, 1836.^ 


1. PioMe see P&ges. 

2. This ease has been disousaed in Chapter II the monograph. 

8ee, Clerk to Fraser, May 14,1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 2S. 
Clerk to Martin, December 18,1831, B. 77, L, N. 114. 
Clerk to Metcalfe, June 18, 1826, B. N. 82, L. N. 106. 
Metcalfe to Clerk, July 16, 1886, B, N. 36, L* N. 
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Bhag Singh had four sons—‘Mehtab Singh, Gulab Singh, Punjab 
Singh and Baz Singh. He was succeeded by the eldest Mehtab Singh, 
on whose death his widow Rattan Knnwar tried to secure the Chiefship. 
But she was deposed, after a brief struggle, by the second brother, 
Gulab Singh. He was the Chief of Thanesar at the time of the first 
con trol of the British Government.^ He died in 1822 and was succeeded 
by his only surviving brother Punjab Singh, as Baz Singh had died 
leaving a son, Jainiyat Singh Punjab Singh held the Chiefship till 
1823 only ; at his death Jamiyat Singh became the Chief of Thanesar.^ 
He died in December 1831, at the young age of twenty-five.^ 


Clerk, reporting his death, to the Resident, stated that he had 
died childless leaving two widows, one of whom was stated to be preg¬ 
nant. She was the first wife. Clerk thought that it would be just and 
proper to adtuit the widow of Jamiyat Singh to the management of the 
estate, and, should she not produce a son, to the Chiefship.^ Clerk, in 
his suggestion, was being guided by the example of Mai Jian, the ruler 


1, Clerk to Frasor, M ay 14, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N, 23, 

2, Murray, in a letter to Hawkins, the Kesident, painted a very black picture of 

Jamiyat Singh, He observed ^ ** Jamiyat Singh may be characterised as a 
reckless and furious person, totally void of all foolings of humanity, senseless to 
•very idea of right and wrong and generally in a state of inebriety **. The re¬ 
lations between him and Mai Jian, the other holder of Thanesar estate were so 
bad that his share in the city of Thanesar was made over to the Mai. who gave 
him certain other villages in exchange. He was also said to have murdered a 
boy of twelve years and was liv’iig a very dissolute life (B. N. 76, L. N. 331, 
October 16, 1830). 

3. Elliott to Murray, February 16,1824, B. N. 24, L. N. 27. 

4. Clerk to Martain, December 18, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 114, 

6. Clerk says : ** For whatever doubts may exist regarding the rights of widow 
claimant where collateral heirs are to be found, the Sikh customs unquestion¬ 
ably prescribe such sucoession to Chiefship in default of other heirs/’ Ikid» 
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of three-fifths of Thanesar. In the event of the son being born, she was 
to be allowed to act as regent during the minority, subject in some 
degree to the authority of Mai Jian, whose administration was of a very 
high order. 

Adverting to the customs prevailing in the family of Thanesar 
which was a Chiefship of the Manjha Sikhs, Clerk observed : “ There is 
a rule of inheritance in the Thanesar family that is peculiar to them as 
Manjha Sikhs, for it is in fact the distinguishing law of inheritance pre¬ 
vailing among those of the House of Phul. This is the acknowledgement 
of exclusive rights of primo-geniture and the consequent non-subdivision 
of the patrimonial possessions among brothers.'"' That was why he had 
taken the liberty to suggest the nomination of the elder widow to the 
Sardari, presuming Government might admit the expediency of preserv¬ 
ing the estate entire. Finally, Clerk added that, if she did not produce 
the child, the estate might become an escheat to the Supreme Govern¬ 
ment on her death. 


Martin, the Resident, replying,* quoted the orders of the Secre¬ 
tary at Calcutta who had remarked; “ The deceased having died 
leaving two widows, where of the elder is ** enceinte " it will be neces- 
ary to consider the succession in abeyance unless it shall be ascertained 
whether a son is forthcoming to claim the inheritance. 


1. This anomaly had also been observed by Murray whe had pointed out how 
Bhag Singh was succeeded by hia eldest son, Mehtab Singh, while the other 
sons received small Jagirs for their maintenance. 

See. B. N. 74, L. N. 217, 


2. Martin to Clerk, January 10, 1832, B, 32, L. N. 5i 
Prinsep to Martin, January 2, 1832, B. N. 32, p« 27. 
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Meanwhile Clerk received a number of applications from widow 
claimants* The first to represent her case was Prem Kunwar, widow 
of Punjab Singh, uncle and predecessor of Jamiyat Singh. But, as 
Clerk pointed out, Murray had discussed her claims and rejected them, 
when she had claimed to inherit the estate after the death of her hup- 
bandj More applications followed uutil the elder widow of Jamiyat 
Singh, who was pregnant, was delivered of a still-born child,^ As Jamiyat 
Singh had left no child or brother, other widows also came forward 
with their claims. Among these were Rup Kunwar, widow of QuJab 
Singh, Rattan Kunwar, widow of Mehtab Singh, Nand Kunwar, widow 
of Baz Singh and the mother of Jamiyat Singh and Khem Kaur, widow 
of Jamijat Singh. All widows had fixed provisions ; for example, 
Rattan Kunwar enjoyed a grant of Rs. 8000 a year, others were also in 
receipt of allowance, though not on such a liberal scale. In fact, out 
of the annual income of Rs. 35000 of Bhag Singh's estate, about 
Rs. 17000 were allotted to the widows of his succeasessors. Clerk's view 
was that if Thanosar were to be treated as private property, instead of 
Chiefship, the widow and mother of Jamiyat Singh would have the best 
claim ; in fact, they would be entitled (0 divide the inheritance between 
themselves. But that being not possible, he recommended that the 
widows and mother of Jamiyat Singh bo granted provision, like other 
widows, while the Chiefship itself ‘‘ be considered to have lapsed and 
the British Government be declared the successor to this portion of 
Thanesar, the entire lauds of which Ilaqa yielding a lakh of rupees per 
annum must now escheat for want of heirs as these several females 
decease/'* 


Colebrooke to Murray, November 22,1827, B. N. 27 L. N. 277. 

Murray to Colebrooke* April 12* 1828, B. N. 75, L. N. 68, 
Colebrooke to Murray, April 15* 1828, B. N. 28, L. N. 80. 

Clerk to Martin* January G, 1832* B. N. 78* L. N. 3. 

2. Clerk to Fraeer* May 14* 1832, B- N. 78^ L. N. 23, 

3. JM. 
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The orders of Government, conveyed to Olerk in October 

1832,^ were ; ** .under consideration of all the circumstances of the 

case, His Honour in Council is disposed to adopt that.in consequence 

of the failure of heirs male, the Chiefship escheats to the British 
Government as the Paramount power. It appeared to the Vice- 
President-in Council to be cl^^ar that the Chiefship did not belong to 
other party and that under an (qu. i division '>f the territory among the 
four claimants, the Chiefship would be abolished or rather that the 
British Government would have to exercise the duties of Chief without 
any resource to meet the necessary expense on that account/' The 
Vice-President in Council tlurefore, conceived that the widows of the 
last Chief should be allowed a provision out of the revenues of the 
estate, equal to the highest amount received by any of the widows of 
the former Chiefs but the estate was to escheat to Government. 


In regard to the estate of Janiiyat Singh, Clerk stated that it 
comprised twenty ei^ht villages including a portion of the town of 
Thanesar. 'I he villages held by the widow.s of the former Chiefs, 
could only be resumed at th^ death of the holders and not before. 
Considerable grants had been made in charity to the aged and the poor 
as Thanesar was a place of sanctity, and Clerk wanted Government's 
instructions in the matter,* The Sardar had left little personal property 
except horses and cattle. The widows, like those of Jamiyat Singh's 


1- Fraser to Clerk, October 24, 1832, B. N. 32, L. N. 99. 

Swinton to Macnnghten, October 1, 1832, B. N. 32, p. 367-09. 

This'letter of Swintou, Chief Secretary to Government of India dated 
October 1, 1832, is also quoted by Clerk in his letter to Metcalfe, June 4, 1836 
(B. N. 81, L. N. 70, p. 34). 


2. Clerk to Fraser, November 18, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 78. 

In a letter of August 6, 1833, Clerk again appealed to Government to 
decide speedily all matters relating to administration and revoniio of Thanesar. 
(B, N. 79, L. N. 67). Earlier he had written that, owing to the mis-rule oi the 
late Chiefs and the consequent suffering of the people, the management of 
Thanesar took a good deal of his time. (B. N. 79, LL. N. 23 ^nd 26). 
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uncles, were to be given provision in land as they were not willing to 
accept even a higher provision in moneyClerk discharged the expen* 
sive establishment kept by the Sardar. 


The widows of Jamiyat Singh petitioned Fraser praying him to 
ask Clerk to stop the sale of the personal property of their husband, 
pleading that other widows were still enjoying the personal property 
left by their husbands. Fraser directed Clerk to suspend the sale.^ In 
another letter of the same date, he made three queries from Clerk*: — 
(i) What amounts of pension were enjoyed bv the widows of the 
former Chiefs respectively ? {ii) Whether on the death of the elder 
brothers of Jamiyat Singh, their personal property devolved on the 
Chiefs who succeeded them or was placed in the possession of their 
widows. (iii) Whether the latter continued to reside in the houbea 
formerly occupied by their husbands. 


Clerk’s reply^ to both letters was that the sale of the pro¬ 
perty of late Jamiyat Singh could not be stopped because bis first 
letter had arrived late. He admitted that some personal property 
had been sold off but only to meet his debts, that the entire sale 
amounted to Kb. 2100 and that he had paid due regard to the 
reasonable claims of the widows who were giveii the possession of 
gold and silver ornaments, etc. He also submitted the amount of 


1. As Clerk said : ** They prefer their consequence to their comfort.** 

2. Fraser to Clerk, December 16, 1832, B. N. 32, L» N. 122. 

3- Fraser to Clerk, December 16> 1833, B. N. 32. L. N. 124. 

4. Clerk to Fraser, December 18, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 84. 

Clark to Fraser, December 27, 1832,.B; K. 78,;L. 87. 
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Jagirs enjoyed by the former Sardarnis of Thanesar.^ Clerk stated, 
in regard to the second query, that Jamiyat Singh had no brothers 
but was preceded in the Cbiefship by his three uncles. Of these, 
the eldest had died previous to 1809; on the death of the next 
Chief, Gulab Singh, all his personal property, except horses and 
elephant % was given to his widows ; horses and elephants, appertaining 
to the Chiefship, descended to his successor Punjab Singh ; on his 
death, the same passed to Jamiyat Singh. To the third query. 
Clerk replied that all the widows resided in the villages allotted 
to them. 


Clerk made further inquiries* into the sale of Jamiyat 
Singh's personal effects and stated that it took place at Thanesar, 
and was conducted by the Dandi, who always conducted such 
sales. Things were sold at a fair price ; some of them fetched 
more than their value, especially horses and guns. The Sardarnis 
had made a false complaint. Clerk further said that horses, 
elephants and guns were the appurtenances of the Sardari. They 
had been considered so by Ochterlony also. Money realized was 
paid to liquidate the debts of the late Chief, and C lerk quoted the 


1, Clerk gave the followiug figures :— 

Hupaee* 

Village Debkari held by Chand Kunwar, widow of Bhag Sidgh. ... SCO 

Bore and other lands held by Battan Kunwar, widow of Mebtab 

Singh, (subsequently married to Gulab Singh). * 500 

Gulabgarh, held by Hup Kunwar, Mebtab Singh's other widow. ... 100 

luneisur held by Sahib Kunwar, Gulab Singh’s widow. ... 1000 

Bunana held by Rup Kunwar, Gulab Singh’s other widow. ... 600 

Churri held by Battan Kunwar, Punjab Singh’s widow. . . 700 

longa Kheri held by Prom Kunwar, Punjab Singh’s other widow. ... 600 


2. Clerk to Fraser, May 7,1832, B. N. 79, L. N. d0« 




example of Dya Kanwar of Jagadhari, whose debts were cleared 
put of the revenues of the lapsed lands. Clerk added satirically 
that it had not occurred to him that in succeeding to the estate 
of a deceased Chief, Qovemment would feel itself absolved from 
the liability of paying off his debts. 


Clerk went on to say that the Sardarnis were not prepared 
to take charge of the cattle, which Fraser wanted to be given to 
them. They insisted that they should be restored to the whole 
estate. They claimed many shops, houses gardens, etc, which Clerk 
could not trace. He, therefore, a^ed Fraser to depute the agents 
of the Sardarnis to Ambala to state where and what the purchased 
property in land was, which they would lay claim to.* Ci< rk added 
that the Sardarnis had never before brought forward such a claim 
as had been advanced on their part by their agents at Delbi- 
When be questioned the family vakil, stationed at Ambala, he 
denied all knowledge of any such purchases made by Jamiyat 8ingh. 
The Sardarnis were so greatly offended that they refused to accept 
the provision of certain villages granted to them by Qovemment.** 
But Thanesar was not given to them and unlike the bigger half^ 
was taken over by the British Government, 


1. Their Vakil—-Imam Baksh—was at Delhi in August. (B. N< 79, L,N. 67). 

2. Clerk to Fraser, August 6, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 67. 

It has not been possible to find any thing more about the 
Sardarnis but they would have ultimately accepted the provision and reconciled 
themselves to the escheat. Their grouse was weU->founded as in the 
other half,.widows were ruling. The reaso n of this change of poliey was 
Government's dislike of the female rule. 
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( 2 ) The Estate of Ferozepur. 

On Octbor 4, 1835,^ Clerk reported the demise of Sardami Laoh- 
man kunwar of Ferozepur. In compliance with a suggestion from 
Wade, he had deferred taking any measure for the occupation of this 
small but important territory, than by deputing a nativ'e oflScer to 
superintend its administration until the orders of Goverment. 


The place being of strategic importance had been under the eye 
both of the British Government and Maharaja Ranjit SinghThe 
latter had advanced a cl aim to his supremacy over Ferozepur even 
earlier, but it had been j ejected by Government.® The lapse of 
Ferozepur was now deferred in deference to the wishes of the Maha¬ 
raja;^ Wade being of opinion “that it will be only showing a proper 
respect to the feelings of the Lahore authorities to postpone the 
formal occupation of the territory, until the receipt of the orders 
of the Government," 


1. Clerk to M<tcalfe, October 4, 1836, B.N.81, L.N.109- 

It is interesting to note that in 1828 Mai Laobbman kunwar had ex¬ 
pressed a desire to exchange Ferozepur for lands in Buria, but Government 

had declined to accept the suggestion. 

Murray to Golebrooke, April 21, 1828, B. N.75 L. N, 66. 

Colebrooke to Murray, June 6, 182S, B. N. 28, L.N. 128. 

2. Murray had observed c The post of Ferozepur from every point of view seems 
of the highest importance to the British Governmet, whether as a shook on 
the growing ambition of Ladiore or as a post of consequenoe*’. 

3. Macnaghten to Wade, May 23, 1836, B. N. 118, L. N. 78. 

4 . Clerk to Metcalfe, October 4, 1835, B. N. 81, L. N« 109« 
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Cn Novemter 21, 1835,^ Metcalfe sent to Clerk a copy of a des¬ 
patch from the officiating Secretary, Agra Government, in which it was 
mentioned that the Supreme Government had decided to place the 
management of the lapsed territory under Wade, the Agent at 
Ludhiana.* 

In 1838, Jhanda Singh and Chanda Singh, the nephews of Dhanna 
Singh,the husband of Mai Lachhman Kunwar brought forward their claims 
for the Chiefship of Ferozepur.® Already, their elder brother's—Baghel 
Singh's—claim had been rejected ; hence their claims could not be con- 


1. Metcalfe to Cierk, November 21, B. N. 35, L. N. 81, 

Scott to Metcalfe, November 16, 1835, B. N. 36. p. 689. 

The Sard ami had made repeated complaints against the conduct of 
Lahore Authorities to the Political Agent, Ambala. 

In 1828, Maharaja Ranjit Singh had removed the complaints of Sardaroi, 
on Murray’s taking interest in the matter (B.N. 76| L. N. 7.) 

See Murray to Colebrooke, March 1,1828, B. N, 75, L. N. 26, 

Murray to Hawkins, October 24, 1829, B. N. 76, L. N. 90. 

Murray to Wade, August 5, 1830, B. N. 76, L. N. 286. 

2. There are two letters written by Wade in 1836, which tell us something 

about Maharaja Ranjit Singh’s attitude towards this lapse. For example, 
when Wade sent Mackeson to apprise him of the annexation, the Maharaja 
said that the occupation of a place so near his capital was disagreeable to him 
although later on he apparently abandoned bis position (B. N. 142, L. N. 27). 
Writing a month later, Wade reported the death of Baghel Singh, the pre¬ 
tender to Ferozepur, whose olaime were being supported by Ranjit Singh. 
Wade added that the Lahore Sardars were trying to persuade the Maharaja 
that the British occupation of Ferozepur was likely to prove injurious to his 
interests. He concluded ; **.but he is able to view the subject in its true 

. light and feeling assured that there is little use in attempting to divert our 
Government from the claim of supremacy which we have long advanced to 
a place, the possession of which is known to be an object of some interest to 
us”. (B. N. 142, L. N. 33). 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 16, 1838, B. 38, L. N. 86. 

Ferozepur was conquered by Sardar Qurbaksh Singh who gave it to 
his second son Dhanna Singh* In 1818, be died and was suoooedsd by his 
widow, Lachhman Kunwar, who died on September 28, 1835. In 1820, 
Baghel Singh, the nephew of Dhidma Singh, ktfaed Ferozepur, but the 
British Government forced ham to give up the ebnquered territory. He then 
claimed the Cbiefehip but his claim was rejeoted by the British GOveroillent. 
Now his younger brothers—Jbeoida Singh add Chandh Suigb--reviv6d their 
claims, Baghel Singh having died in 1836, 
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sidered favourably. On August 10, 1838/ Metcalfe asked Clerk to 
forward all the relevant orders relating to Baghel Singh’s claim. 


On August 21. 1838/ Metcalfe again wrote to Clerk that he could 
not discover any proof that Bagh ^1 Singh’s claim had ever been brought 
to the notice of Government although the despatch ef Macnaghten and 
his own letter of August 10, led one to suppose that the question 
had been finally disposed of “and consequently the grounds of the 
Government's decision, disallowing the claims of Baghel Singh, are 
now applicable to those now advanced by his sons—Jlianda Singh 
and Chanda Singh/" 

It was on December 5, 1838,* that Metcalfs forwarded to 
Clerk a copy of Macnaghten's letter dated November 24, 1838, 
which finally disposed of the claims advanced by Jhanda Singh 
and Chanda Singh. After describing their right to inherit “in no 
way admissible", it went on to elucidate the point as follows :— 
“The claimants are descendants of Duna Singh, to whom his father, 
Curbaksh Singh assigned possessions on the Northern bank of the 
Sutlej, making over to his second son Dhanna Singh, Ferozepur and its 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, B. N, 3S, L. N. 44. 

Metca fe also sent an extract of a letter from Secretary Torrens to 
Captain Wado, in which it was stated that the claim of Baghel Singh had 
be«n disallowed by Government after due consideration and that the 
Governor-General was anxious to find whether any new circumstances had 
been brought to light w'hich should alter the view then taken of the case 
(B. N. SB, p. 224).* 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, B. N. 38, L. N. 61. 

3. Metcalfe described Jhanda Singh and Clianda Singh the sons of Bhagel 
Singh, but they were his younger brothere and like B&ghel Singh che nephew s 
of Dhanna Singh. 

4. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 5,1838. B. N. 38. Ir. N. 85* 

Macnaghten to Metcalfe, November 24, 1838, B. N. 38, p 393. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, September 17, 1838, B. N, 38, L. N. 62. 

Macnaghten to Metcalfe^ September 1, 1838, N. 38, p. 292. 

Macnaghten referred to the letter of Wade of May 25, 1836, in bis 
communication to Metcalfe. 
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lands as 0 separate allotment, and a distinct enure thus constituting, 

according to the Hindu Luw and Sikh customs, two separate and dis¬ 
tinct families. 


On Dhamna Singh’s death, this separated portion of Gurbaksh 
Singh’s acquisitions came into the possession of his wife Lachhman 
Kaur and on her decease lapsed to the British Government. The nephews 
of Dhanna Singh have clearly no right to the separated property of 
their uncle and their claim is disallowed accordingly. Thus Ferozepur 
passed into British hands.^ 


I. Lawrence also referred to the escheat of Ferozepur in his Report on Koitbal 
in justifying the lapse of the latter. In this oonneotion. he remarked s " The 

estate of Fero/.epur .was reeumed .though a nephew of the last Chief 

claimed it and though.there ore brothers of the late Chief Dhanna Singh 

alive to this day in the Punjab, the grounds of escheat being that the Sikh 
conqueror of Ferozepur had during his life-time and before the daie af 
British supermacy divided his estate among hie five sons giving Ferozepur 
to Dhanna Singh on whoso death accordingly his widow Lachhman Kaur 
was allowed to succeed, and although during her absence on pilgrimage for 
two or three years, her husband's nephew Baghel Singh gained admittance 
and held the territory till her return, when forced by the BritUh and Lahore 
Governments to yield it up to the widow who held it till her death, when the 
British Government took possession ”, B. N. 88A, p. 340, 

Undoubtedly, the decision in Ferozepur case was due to its strategic 

value : Cunningham remarked in a footnote : ».Government subsequently 

decided.that certain collateral heirs.could not succeed, according to 

Hindu Law and Sikh usage, no right of descent existed after a division had 
token place. So uncertain, however, is the practice of the English, that 
one or more precedents in favour of the Ferozepur claimants might readily 
be found within the range of cases connected with the Sikh states.” (p, 144). 

Griffin also observed : " If Sardar Samp Singh of Bazidpur, a second 
cousin of Raja Sangat Singh, was held to have any title to Jind, it doe. 
not appear on what grounds the claim of the nephews of the Chief of 
Ferozepur was disallowed. The only aatisfactory explanation appears to be 
that.Ferozepur was a position which they bod long desired to obtain as a 

militaiy pout.” 

The Laws of loherivance to ChiefshipB, p. t)6. 
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(3) JIHD. 

Perhaps the most interesting case which occurred during the 
period of Clerk's agency was that of Jind, leading to its partial lapse 
and the succession of a collateral.^ 

♦ 

In Clerk's days, Raja Sangat Singh was ruling Jind, having 
succeeded his father. Raja Fateh Singh on February 3, 1832. He 
being then only eleven years old, his mother, Mai Sahib Kunwar, had 
acted as Regent.* 

As he grew up, he did not prove to be a good ruler. His 
oppressive rule greatly annoyed the English authorities. In 1832, 
Clerk had to write to Fraser about the mal-administration prevailing in 
Jind in order to secure his support to the protest he was forwarding to 
the Raja.* He considered Jind as the worst of the ill-managed states. 

Another case of dis-satisfaction aginst Raja Sangat Singh was 
his friendship with Maharaja Ranjit Singh, who was very fond of him. 
It was unpalatable to British officials that a Cin-Sutlej Chief, under 
their protection should pay frequent visits to him.^ But that could not 
be helped. After all, the Maharaja was his relative, being the son of 
Raj Kaur, sister of Raja Bhag Singh, the grand-father of Sangat 
Singh. 


1. For the purpose of olearljr understanding the case, one should be familiar with 
the geneologioal table of the Jind House given in Appendix II to Chapter III, 

. 

2. Boss to Swinton. February 7, 1822; B. N 70, L. N. 96. 

Middleton to Boss, April 11, 1822, B. N. 22, L. N. 30. 

3. Clerk to Fraser. May 28, 1832, B. N. 78, L, N. 27. 

4. Government did not even like his correspondence with the Ruler of Lahore, 
though almost all the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs had their Fakifs at the Sikh Court. 
Murray, writing to the Resident on Jujiy 12, 1829, bad stated that he had 
asked the Faiifs of the Chiefs, stationed at Amhala, to keep him informed 
of all negotiations between their maeters and the ruler of Lahore. (B. N, 75, 
L. N, 41.) 
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Dn October 25, 1834, Clerk reported to Fraser that Sangat 
Singh had gone again to Lahore, as he had been invited to join the 
Dussehra celebrations there—atleast that was what his agent had told 
<^lerk ^ The Raja himself had written, informing him ot the proposed 
visit only six days bcffore the festival wliile Clerk had received it when 
only four day^ had been left.* Wade, the Agent at Ludhiana, had not 
as yet been apprised oi the visit that SangaJt Singh contemplated 
paying, nor had he been aware of any wish on the the part of Ran jit 
Singh to receive Sangat Singh. Again^ the Vakil of Lahore had met 
Clerk and it was obvious from the expression made use df by the Vakil 
that there was little inclination on the Maharaja's part to see Raja 
Saligat Singh at his court ; and that certainly he had then expressed no 
‘Such desired* Clerk believed that the state suffered from neglect bee luse 
the Raja did not pay any attention to its affairs. Moreover, his demean¬ 
our was considered so objectionable by Clerk that he had thought it 
proper to bring it to the notice of Governmerrt- 


It was while returning from this visit to Lahore that death came 
to Sangat Singh on November 3, 1834, at B^isia.* He was then twenty- 
three only, but a debauched life had undermined his health. He died 
issueless and also had no brother. His paternal relations were the descen- 
•dents of Bhup Singh, third son of Raja Gajpat Singh and the younger 
brother of Raja Bhoig Singh. JBhag Singh was the second son and 


1. Clerk 1>o Fraear, October 25, 183%, B. N. 80, L. N. 182. 

:2. The Raja had written that tihe Maharaja had went a eervafft for that 
purpoie. 

^3. <2levk €aited to appreciate the regard which Raojit Singh had for Sangat Singh. 
As is wred known, the latter was present ki the latter^ saite in the famous 
. Bupar interview of October 1831. 

4. Oleck te Fraser, November % 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 186. 

Wade to Clerk, November 6, 1834, B, N. 161, !•, N 62. 

fie was in <good beaHh a day before but intoxicated as asual in 
the evening. In the morning, a short time before his death be complained 
t>f feeling unwell. He was then at Basis and wsn adyUed to return to Saagrur* 
fit set out but expired before he had paesad the gate df Basia 
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t’of Gajpat Singh and the grand-father of the deceased. BRup* 
Singh had obtaintd in 1789 Badrukian and seven dependent villages,. 
Which were a separated pcrtion of the Jind territory.* 

Clerk, addressing a letter of condolence' to Mai Sahib Kunwar, 
Sangai Singh's mother, fold her that the administration of the affairs 
of Jind will continue with her until the instructions of the Supreme 
Government may be received.'^' As she h;uf conducted the administra¬ 
tion once before during her son's minority, Clerk apprehended no incove- 
nience to the state from this management.^ 

The orders of Government to whom the had been referred 

were conveyed in February. 1835,* and were : **.The Right 

Honourable the Governor-General of India m Council has been pleased 

to direct that the descendants of Bhup Singb-have been provided 

for by a separate j;>ortion of the Jind territory, they have no just 
claims for the Chiefship. 

Whether or not the widow's of the deceased Raja are entitled 
to a life interest is in tlie opinion of the Governor-General. » point for 
consideration—the Rani-mother may be continued in the' management 
gs at present. 

Should the claims set up by the widows be disallowed, the whole 
of the Chicfship will be sequestrated on account of Government and it 


1. Bhop Singh b»d got two sone : Karam Singh, the elder, who died in 1817 ; 
Be sea wa Singh, the younger^ who died in 1880. Karem Singh bad ore eon— 
•arup Singh ; Baeeawa Singh had two sona—Sukha Singh and Bhagwan Singh. 
Ab we shall see both Sarup Singh and Sukba Singh put forward their claims. 

Sangat Singh's two uncles, Partab Singh and Mehtab Singh had died 
. in ISIO, without heirs ; only the former had left a widow, Bhagbhari, who 
also claimed the Jind *gaddi*. 

9. Clerk to Fraser, November 6, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 196. 

If, Fraser to Clerk, February 2, 18811, B. N. 86, L. N. 9. 

Secretary to Agra Government to Metcalfe* January 21, 1885, B. N. S6, p< 49-50. 
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^vin^tlien (jpen'to Maharaja Ranjit Singh to put in his claim to atiy 
^estates which he may himself have conferred upon the family.*' 

Tlie reference te grants made by Ranji Singh to he Jind 
^family '"was due to the claims which tlie Maharaja had made 
through Wade, who was incharge of his Cis-Sutlej relations. Wade 
’wrote a letter to Cdcrk relating to the above graiits and also 
^suggested that Sangat Singli*s death offered a good opportunity for 
•negotiating the cession of Ludhima, which belonged to Jind. Clerk 
replied that the consideration of the former should be deferred “ until 
4t is known that the Maharaja really intends to claim certain targanas 
mow belonging to Jind^'h Clerk had been opposed to grants by the 
Maharaja on principle and observed bow the British Govefnrhent 
’had alwa5cs shown itself decidedly opposed to gr»ints being confer- 
ired by the Mah raja upon the ChW in br its control on terms in¬ 
compatible wdth their entire dependence on the former^. 

According to Clerk it would be vain for the Maharaj a ad¬ 
vance a •claim ta the allegiance and service of the Protected state 
cf Jind, and if so, he will also be sensible of the inconsistency 
*6f assuming a right to resume lauds, the possessors of which stood 
in a position towards British Government that totally precludes 
vthem from, the performance or even the adlcnowledgmerit of any 
of the duties df submission to another.**^ In other words, Clerk de¬ 
fied the right of Ranjit Singh to resume the grants he had made 


a. €1 rk to Wade, Noveteber 25, 1834, B. N. SO, h. N. 26t. 

Ranjit Singh claimed all the estates granted to Jind O’om the time of 
Baja Bhcbg Singh which meant Ludhiana, Bias, Morinda, ete.. granted before 
1809 and Halwara, Talwaudi, moiety of Mudki and Ghyaspur, bestowed 
»after 1809. 

:2» He referred to the case of Dhuna Singh's lands in 1811 when the Supren e 
Government had objected to enoh grants being made by the Maharaja unless 
be made them ** withoat reservation of servioe and allegiance 

8. Clerk to Wade, November 25, 184, B. N. 80. L. N. .57. 

Wade to Clerk, Novei|iber 45, 1834, B. iST. iOl, L. N. 65. 
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to tlie Jind family^. But that was not the view of the Supreme^ 
Government. 

Regarding the cession of Eudhiana,. he' agreed with Wade, that 
the time was opportune to get its cession^ or if that was not pos¬ 
sible to negotiate its cession on the basis of an exchange of 
territory. He desired to give some lands situated between the Sutlej, 
and the Jumna, out of the escheated estates, in lieu of the 
lands around the town of Ludliiana,, including the land of the 
English cantonment, so as to make their position “ less embarassing 
and anomalous*'^. Ckrk also wrote to Fraser to that effect and 
referred him to the letter of Wade who had pointed out a mode 
of reconciling the Jind authorities to the cession of Ludhiana 


1. That Waff also the contention of Murray Writing oi» June 1B2S Murray 

drew ti-ve Besident’s attention to the grant of certain viUagea eouth of the 
8utle> by Raniit Singh to the Jixvd ruler for which the letter agreed te 
pay tribute* According to him, this cu’rangcment wat net fair to the British 
Government, under whose protectim the Raja of Jiind was. (B. W. 76^ 
L. ]Sr. 109). He also wrote to the Kaja of Jind to the eamie effect, pointing: 
out the sense of impropriety of his conduct (H. N. 75, 1#^ NT* 157). 

2. It should be abdod hare that 500 rupees per mensem were padd by the Govern¬ 
ment to the Jind Ruler for the occupation of Ludbiaxia by the British 
Government. (B. K. 16, L. N. 21). 

In December 1836, Metcalfe forwarded copies of correspondence 
exchanged between and Supreme Government. Wade had desired that 

the ancestral portion of Jind should be placed Under Clerk, but the granted 
portion of the state should be managed by him, ae it wouki allay the 
feelings and prejudices of Ranjit Singh. Oovemneat aatborised Wade 
to be in charge of Ludhiana and ite^dependent villages while Ran jit Singh 
was to be informed that he would be placed in possession of the territory to 
which he o^ld prove his right. 

Metcalfe to Clerk* December 10, 1835, B. N* L. N* S4» 

Scott to Metcalfe* November 25,1835, B. N. 35# p. 712. 

Maonaghten to Scott November 19. 1835, B. N^ 35, p. 712. 

Wade to Macnaghten, B. N. 35, p. 71S-14. 

Macnaghten to Wsde, Oototer 19, 1835, B. N. 35, p» T14-15* 



whioh would eeem to divest the subject of some of its difficulties.^ 
Clerk also added that he had suggested for cession the lands of the 
eKtheakd rslates and that there were also lands lying continuous to the 
Jiiid border within the Delhi territory, which could be ofiFered in lieu 
of Ludhiana. But the whole position changed by the decision of Govern¬ 
ment conveyed to Clerk, in a letter by Metcalfe, dated July 17, 1836.^ 


By this decision, Government treated the treaty of 1809 as the 
basis of its award. All grants made by Eanj it Singh to Bhag Singh 
before 1809 were treated as the possession of Jind which could not be 
returned to him as the Maharaja could not claim, as lord paramountt 
any escheats south of the Sutlej. All grants made subsequent to 1809 
were to be treated as only transfers and, therefore, returnable to the 
Maharaja, who could not claim and bad not claimed any service or alle- 


1. Clerk to Fraser, December 29,1834, B, N, 80, L. N. 237. 

Clerk wrote : The commercial importance which the town of Ludhiana 
i& likely to attain on the opening of the navigation of the Indus and the die- 
advantages of the arrangement as at present subsisting with the Jind state for 
the location of British troops in that quarter may make the Oovemmant 
desirous of availing itself of the present crisis in the affairs of Jind, to 
endeavour to obtain the cession of town and land immediately around it.*' 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 17, 1835, B. N. 36, L. N. 36. 

Booti to Metcalfe, July 8, 1835, B. N. 86, p' 373*74. 
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giatiod from the Jind Chiefs for those grants.^ For example, Ludhiana, 
Bftsia, and Morinda, etc. granted to Baja Bhag Singh before 1809, 
were to be treated as a part of Jind principality ; Halwara, Talwandi, 


1. Biohmond in his letter to Currie, (B. N. 88A, L. N. 1)4, p. 248-56), oritiuaUy 
analysed the nature of grants made to Jind and other Cis-Sut)cj Chief;^ by 
Ran jit Singh before 1809. Coming to the motives of these grants, Richmond 
was of the view that Ranjit Singh wanted to keep the Chiefs, pleased so that 
they might join him in a war against the English. They were feudal in nature 
and when the English ex [ended their protection to the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs, the 
grants passed into their possession, as the over-lord of the Princes. That was 
why these grants were resumed in 1834 and not returned to Sarup Singh. As 
regards the grants after 1809, Richmond agreed with Clerk that they were 
**made without reservation of any kind as to service or allegiance**. 

In another letter, he remarks; **When these states were taken under our 
protection, a proclamation was issued to that effect by Sir David Oohterlony; 
the General transmitted a copy of the document to the Chiefs of Jind, 

Nabha and Ladwa, who had acquired districts through Ranjit Singh and also 
wrote to specially assure them that the lands so acquired were their fully as 

much as those acquired otherwise. Sir David Oohterlony did not report that he 
had made this special assurance to Government, as be did not perhaps suppose 
any distinction would ever be drawn between these and other possessions 
of the Chiefs. The Chiefs had been the companions of Ranjit Singh and like 
other oompanions, whose alliance was of value at the time when they had 
shared in the confederate conquests.** Richmond added that Government 
had pointed out to Ranjit Singh that all grants, made after 1809, must be 
considered as “ irrevocable and made without reservation of any kind** and 

that he could not have the right to resume them. He observed: **.it 

does not appear that Ranjit Singh or his suocea 80 i;s ever proposed of them¬ 
selves to resume what he had given to our dependents.** (B. N. 88A, 
L. W. 97). 

So the decision of Government must be regarded as fair bordering 
on generosity. After all, Ranjit Singh, when making the grants, knew 
that the Cis-Sutlej Rulers were the dependents of the British 
Government. 
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etc, given to the Jind Chief after 1809^ were returnable to the Lahore 
ruler.^ Clerk accordingly informed Wade on August 17> 1836, that he 
had received the orders of Government directing therTgfifhts made by 
Ranjit Singh to be restored to him and that they would be delivered 
up whenever His Highness might appoint officers to receive them*^ 


The Maharaja was not satisfied with the decision, especially about 
the moiety of Mudki. Writing to Melcalfe in March 1836,® Clerk said 
the whole of Mudki was claimed by the Lahore authorities, though he 
himself was of the view that it was " clearly not so circumstanced as to be 
liable to be transferred to Lahore under the order of Goverment." The 
political Agent desired that the Lahore authorities should be called upbn 


1 . Metcalfe to Clerk, July 7, 1835, B. N. 32, L. N. 38. 

Metcalfe quoted the order of Govenmeut directing the transfer to Maharaja 
Ban jit Singh all posaessions granted by him to the family of the Jind Raja 
since the treaty of 1809. He was also asked to give a list of such possessions. 
Reply! ''<8 to the above on July 23,1835, Clerk said that the grants given were 
Halwara, Talwandi, a moiety of Mudki and a moiety of Ghyaspur with an 
aggregate revenue of Rs* 9000 per annum. The zamindars of Halwara and 
Talwandi enjoyed free grants which greatly reduced the revenue. 

(B.N.81, L.N. 86). 

See also, Clerk to Metoallh, March 23, 1836, B.N. 82, I..N.44. 

2 . Clerk to Wade, August 17, 1835,B.N.Si, L.N. 152. 

Wade to Clerk, August 20, 1835, B.N. 102 L.N. 54. 

3 . Clerk to Metcalfe, 12, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 35. 

Cle^ bad aenwi officer to take poaaeesion of Mudki but the agent of Mai 
Sahib Ktooiwar had refuted to admit him. Meanwhile the agent of Maharaja 
Ranjit Singh had written to Wade to aay tlwt,|d|e whole of Mudld should be 
returned to the Sikh ruler. It waa aaaerted liy Richmond tbat,^ IKtudki was 
given by Ranjit ^gh aa a free grant to Bhag Singh in 1817. ^^^^ 88At 

L, N. 94). So, in aooordanoe with the principle imiiiioiated by it 

should have been votwfpsd to Lahore, . ^ w 
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to substantiate tbeir claims; if they remained silent, then it was clear 
that they could produce no proofs^. He appealed to Government to 
decide the question one way or the other so that he might make arrange¬ 
ment for the collection of revenue. Again Clerk, writing on June 28, 
1837,* said that Sarup Singh was exercising control on that half of Mudki, 
which was to be returned to Maharaja Ranjit Singh. It meant that 
the Sikh ruler had not till then taken possession of it. 


Thus the Jind Chiefship comprised three kinds of territory. First 
Was that portion which had been acquired by Raja Gajpat Singh, the 
founder of the Chiefship, comprising the Parganas of Jind and Suffedon,* 
and forming the main portion of Jind territ ry. Secondly, there were 
Parganas of Basia, Morinda, Ludhiana, etc. given to Raja Bhag Singh 
and bis successors by Maharaja Ranjit Singh before 1809,* Thirdly, 


Clerk to Metoalfe, March 12, 1886, B. N* 82, L. N. 35. 

Clerk is a little afraid that the Lahore ruler might prove hia contention 
as he says : It would be useless to require 8ahib Kunwar to deliver up a place 
to the entire possession cf which it may be possible the Lahore authorities can 
make out tbeir claim. 

2 . Clerk to Metcalfe, June 28, 1837, B. N. 88, L. N. 26. 

Clerk wrote :<• The villages of Talwandi, Halwara, and half ofGhyas- 

purare held in deposit for Ranjit Singh.But His Highness delays his 

resumption of the places also when he prefers a claim to the whole or other 
portions of the Jind*’. 

3. The town of Suffedon was claimed by one Mir Jamal Ali ; Clerk rejected his 
clatm, as it had belonged to Jind in 1809, when the state was taken under 
Britii^ protection. 

4 . Richmond in his letter of February 15, 1844, gives a detailed account of these 
acquisitions : Ludhiana was given by Ranjit Singh in 1806 ; Basia in 1807 and 
Morinda also in the same year, for a money equivalent. He quoted Hurrdy who 
had observed : ** Alt these pfsktes were acquired by Jind belbre we determined 
upon restraining Ranjit Singh.” (B. SSA, h* 1^. ti)* 
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there was the last portion of Jind territory ooraprising Halwara, Talwandi, 
moiety of Mndki and Ghyaspur granted to Jind by Ranjit Singh after 
1809 and which bad been directed to be relinquished to Lahore.* 


Olerk had been asked to give further information about Jind.* 
Replying on February 26, 1836, he traced the earlier history of 

the Cbiefship.* Sukhchain owned the estate of Ballawali; his 
estate was extended greatly by his son, Qajpat Singh, who was able to 
occupy large tracts of land, subject to the supremacy of the Delhi Empire. 
His son, Bbag Singh, was also enabled to annex to the territory lands which 
he received on several occasions from the ruler of the Punjab. Gajpat 
Singh possessed himself of Kornal and subsequently of Jind ; Bhag 
Singh acquired Basia, Ludhiana, etc. Clerk then went on to compare 
the Chiefship of Thanesar with that of Jiud. The Thanesar Chiefs 
wrested the conquest from its former possessors by means of their 
own resources and they secured it without the support of any power 
of acknowledged superiority. They did no homage and continued to be 
independent until brought under the protection of the British Govern¬ 
ment. On the other band, Gajpat Singh of Jind acknowledged the 
paramonntcy of the Mughal power and thus acquired the principal por- 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 17, 1836, B. N. 36, L. M. 36. 
Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23,1836, Bi N. 82,1,. N# 44. 

2. to Clerk, February 12, 1836, B. N, 35, L. M. 9. 


3. Oerk to Metcalfe, February 26, 1836, B. N. 81, L. N. 34. 
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tion of his possessions. He had to paj tribute to the Imperial Govern* 
ment; if he failed to pay he was punished.^ Clerk said that when 
Thanesar, on failure of male heirs, could be treated as an escheat in 1832, 
Jind could be resumed with much greater justice. He observed ; 

.there appears to be no grounds for now varying the rule which 

was considered applicable in that instance. On the contrary, the depen¬ 
dent position of Jind during the period when they acquired their 
territory or the power to whose supremacy the British Government 
succeeded, would seem to enjoin more forcibly than in the other case 
that attention to the future administration of the Chiefship which led to 
its sequestration at Thanesar in the hands of the Government Clerk 
then referred to benefits, which would follow to the people of Jind by 
the British occupation of the territoryand went to say that the opinion 
of several intelligent people in the states, regarding the Jind Chiefship, 
was clearly for such measures of preservat ion of the territory and its 
people as were adopted under like circumstanoes in the Thanesar estate. 
In short. Clerk stoutly pleaded for the abolition of Jind Chiefship and 
resumption of its territoi^. 




1. Clerk to Metoelfe, Febrysry 26. 1836, B. N. 81. L. N. 34. 

Clerk eaid For neglecting to remit a ^ibute of a lakh and half 
rupees, Najib Khan had him carried a prisoner te Dslm where he was detained 
for three years 

2. He wrote : ** Sikh dominion is greatly dreaded. It is ruinous to the peasantry 

and lower order, as well as regardless of the righie of the zarrUndara .I can¬ 

not but refer,,|^pwever, to the vast importance of ^is crisis to the inhabi¬ 
tants of Jind territory.with the exception of a few rapacious farmers of 

the revenue and customs and the lawless characters who have established 
themselves during several years of misrule, they unanimously contemplate 
with extreme apprehension any other disposition of their territory than that 
which may secure to them the hleseing of security under Britieh l4aw'% 
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If his view were to be accepted by Oovernment, he would wish 
that the jointure of the widows be fix 3d on the most liberal sacle. The 
provision of the widows in Thanesar was unequal; in the Jind Chief- 
ship, Clerk wanted it to be equal as far as possible. There were three 
widows of Raja Sangat Singh, two of his father*Raja Fateh Singh; 
three, if not four, of Partap Singh, the younger brother of Fateh Singh, 
and one of Mehtab Singh, another younger brother of Fetch Singh—ten 
in all.^ 


Metcalfe, in his letter of August 13, 1835, referred Cierk to the 
letter of the Secretary, Agra Government to himself, which gave the 
decision of the Government in the matter of Jind Chiefship in the following 
words..-* 


am directed by the Honourable the Lieutenant-Governor to 
request that you will instruct the Political Agent at A mbla to take 
possession of the Chiefship and furnish with the least possible delay a 

settlement of the revenue . and the expenses which are likely to be 

incurred in its management, 

The increase to the allowances of the widows proposed by Mr. Clerk 
appears to be very considerable and the final determination of the 
question regarding them has been suspended, until it shall be seen what 
are likely to be the net proceeds of the estate but Mr. Clerk may assure 
these ladies that a liberal arrangement will be made in their favour and 
in the meantime they will retain whatever lands they hold and whatever 
allowance they now receive”. 


1. Clerk wrote that the senior widow of Sangat 8 ingh olaioMd the Chiefship while 
the other two were opposed to her claims : similarly the senior widow 
P'ateh Singh wanted the Chiefship while the other desired a partition. 

2 . Metcalfe to Clerks August 13, 1836, B. K« 36, L. N. 47, 

Secretary Agra Government to Metcalfe, B. N. 35, p. 443-44. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, November 3, 1835, B. N. 36, L. N. 68. 

Metoalfe to Clerk, May 31, 1836, B. N. 36. U K. 43. 






The ailowanoeB proposed hy Clerk for the Jind widows welfe 
thought to he so large/ that Government brought this fact not only 
to his notice but also to that of the Agent, Governor-General at Delhi. 
When Metcalfe sent the letter directing the transfer of the lands to 
Maharaja Ranjit Singh, he also drew the attention of Clerk to the 
second paragraph of the orders of the Government of Agra, dated 
July 8, 1835/ Again in a letter, the Secretary wrote to Metcalfe that 
the provision proposed by Clerk was thought to be unnecessarily large 
and asked him to propose the allowance for the widows if there had 
been a successor to the Raj.® Replying on March 8, 1836, Clerk stated : 
under such circumstances their fixed jointures might perhaps have not 

amounted to more than the half proposed by me, but.the Chiefship 

would have incurred a certain expenditure beyond the revenue of the 
villages assigned to them."^ 


When the orders of the Government arrived, Clerk proceeded to 
take possession of the Chie&hip of Jind immediately. Writing to 
Metcalfe on September 16, 1835, he told him that he had asked 


1. See Appendix III to Chapter III, pages. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, July 17. 1835, B. N. 35, L. N. 35. 

Secretary Agra Government to Clerk, July 8,1835, B. N. 35, p. 373. 

The second paragraph was as follows :— 

“ Should these orders render it expedient in the opinion of the Political 
Agent at Ambala, to modify the propositions contained in his letter of the 12th 
ultimo as to the amount of jointures to be assigned to the widows of the 
late Raja of Jind, you will instruct Mr, Clerk to submit a revised statement 
of each jointures”. In reply to it. Clerk said that the revenue of the lands 
being transferred to Ranjit Singh was only about Rs. 9000 per annum and, 
therefore, there was no necessity for modifying the provision of the widows. 
Clerk to Metcalfe, July 23, 1835, B. N. 81, L. N. 86. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, February 23, 1831. B, N. 36, L, N. 14. 

Secretary Agra Goveri^ment to Metcalfe, B. N. 35* p. 66. 

4^ Clerk to Metcalfe, March 8, 1836, B. N. 82, h. N. 20. 
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Lieutenat - Colonel Skinner, Commanding at Hansi, to send a detachment 
of troops to Jind to enable him to carry out the orders of Government 
in regard to that Chiefship.^ He also asked Skinner to send two 
companies of Native infantry, one comp.iny of the Begam Sainru‘s 
and a Rissala of the Skinner's Horse as these would be enough 
to over-awe the discontented Sikh soldiers or to render futile their 
attempts at resistance.^ The next day, on the I7th September, he 
again wrote to him to say that the infantry was not required as Mai 
Sahib Kunwar, ‘having doubtless ascertained that troops had been 
sent for, had issued her orders for the withdrawal of her several 
Thanas,® These displaced men would be dispersed by the force of 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, September 16, 1835, B. N. 81. L. N. 104. 

2. Clerk to Skinner, September 16, 1835, B, N. 81, L. N. 154. 

Clerk wrote : ** With a view to prevent the opposition, which it seems 
likely may be offered by the Sikh soldiers, in the service of the Jind family 
to the oocupation.of the fort of Jind and several other small forts of other 
Parganas of this state, it is desirable that a detachment of your troops 
should join me. The soldiers in the Jind service who can be assembled from 
their Thanas in the vicinity may number together with the garrieon 
of about 500 Horses and 350 Sabandis. As yet no attempt hes been made 
to enrol new troops for defence of the country, nor do I suspect Jind 
Sardamis have any sooh intention. You will yourself be the beet judge 
of the strength and nature of the detaohment best calculated to effect 
speedily the occupation of the Thanas. ...” 

3. Clerk to Skinner, September 17, 1835, B. N. 81, L» N. 55. 

Alao see Clerk to Skinner, September 22,1836, B. N. 81, L. N. 156, 

Clerk explained to Metcalfe why he had to write to Colonel Skinner 
for troops. There used to be a Rissala of irregular Horse, but it had been 
withdrawn and he wrote to Metcalfe that a cavalry force should be perma¬ 
nently stationed at Ambala, as no reliance could be placed on the forces 
of the Chiefs on such oooastons (B. M . 81, L. K. 104). The Agra Oovernment 
seemed to have been sorpriied at this information and asked Clerk to cccplain 
the oireumstances and authority under which the Skinners Horse was with¬ 
drawn and why the substitution had been found to be defective. (B. 36, 

LL. N. 63 aUd 66, October 14 and 28, 1835. 

i: sb#U bo elaborating this poipt m Chapter Yl. 
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Patiala, Kaithal and Nabha beyond the irontier of Jind but it was 
just possible that they might refuse to disperse. Moreover, the establish¬ 
ment of Thanas required a show of force and so he requested Skinner 
to send two companies of Begam Samru*s troops and one Rissala of 
the 1st Local Horse to Join him immediately. 


On the 19th, Clerk^ reported to Metcalfe that Rani Sahib 
Kunwar had withdrawn all her Thanas. She .would have done 
so at once on the receipt of the orders of Government, but her 
intentions were strongly opposed by the Jind troops and their 
leaders. These forces had been marched into the states of Patiala 
and Nabha. Clerk added that he had with him the orders of the 
Rani Sahib Kunwar for the transfer of several forts and Thanas 
in Jind and he hoped to introduce the British Police throughout 
Jind by the next day. The detachment coming from Hansi would 
be distributed in such a way so as to support the police and 
keep a check on refractory villages. Clerk did not think that 
there would be any armed opposition but it was necessary to 
inspire confidence in the people and that purpose would be admir¬ 
ably served by the presence of the Hansi detachment. Clerk added 
that he had established Thanas in the fort and town of Jind. 
Some police force had to be maintained and therefore he had 
requested Colonel Skinner to .ure 40 mwars and one Daffedar 
for the purpose.* 


1 , Clerk to Metcalfe* September 19.B. N. 81, L.^N. 106. 

2 . Clerk wrote on October 16, 1836, that Colonel Skinner had engaged one 
Rissaldar at Be. 60 per month, one Daffedar at Be. 30 per month, and 40 
0awar9 at Be. 18 per monthe each. (B.N. 81, L.N* 118). Two oompaniee of Begam 
Samni’e troope were aleo kept at Jind <B-N. 81, L. M. 116). It waaon 
November 9* 1836, that Clerk wrote to Skinner that he had directed one 
company of Begam Samru^e troc^ to retom to Haaii. (B. N. 81y L* N* 157). 
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On September 25, Clerk reported that he had placed the 
llianas at Saffedon and other dependent forts in the Jind territory. 
The refractory villages had submitted and the border villages, 
which were involved in quarrels with their neighbours, had desisted 
from violence and aggreed to submit their differences for investi¬ 
gation. Meanwhile Clerk was making preparations to visit the 
other Parganas.’ He also abolished the transit duties throughout 
Jind.2 The report of Clerk having established Thanas in Jind was 
received with great satisfaction by ^ the Agra Government and 
Metcalfe conveyed the approval of the Governor, who was highly 
gratified to learn that the inhabitants of the country had peace¬ 
fully submitted to the change of rule® 

About the admistration of Jind territory, Clerk had proposed 
a three year settlement of the land and appointment of three 
Assistants to look after Jind.* Metcalfe wrote back that one officer 
—Mr. Edgeworth and one Assistant, Mr. Gordon—were to be appointed 
to the charge of the Parganas of Morinda, Sangrur, Balawali, Mudki 
and Basia; that Jind and Suffedon were to be saparated from 
Ambala and placed under Delhi; and that later on, the former was 
to be joined to Rohtak and Hansi and the latter to Panipat.* 

1. Clerk to Metcalfe, September 25.1884, B. N. 81, L. N. 107. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, August 19,1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 138. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, November 3, 1836, B. N. 35, L. N. 68. 

Secretary Agra Oovemment to Metoalfe, October 10, 1835, B. K. 35, 

p. 609-10. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 10, 1835, B. N. 81, L. N. 130. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, January 1, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 1. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, December 19, 1836, B, N. 36, p. 2'^4. 

5 . Clerk expressed himself against the management of Jind and Suffedon by the 

Delhi office and observed : **1 aee no advantage in subjecting them to eo distant 
a control, as this is beyond that of the greater degree of dlseretion 
latitude of action allowed to me in such administration than oould be ezer- 
oised by a local officer subjected to the regulations in force in the Division of 
Delhi.*’ He was definitely opposed to the introduction of the Regula¬ 

tions in Jind territory*, as the people would be fit to be so governed after 
three years ; an experienced officer could manage the territory in suboidina- 
tion to Delhi but only when the Regulations were not to be introdnoedi only 
then it would be beneficial equally to the people imd to the lands. 

Clerk to Metcalfe January 7, 1886, B. N. 82, L. N. 3. 




All this was of course temporary, because many claimants were 
Winging their claims to the notice of Government. Writing again, 
Clerk said ** The Jind question will now be shortly settled and should 
its territory continue under British Government,^ some arrangement 
would have to be made. The direct management of the affairs of 
several tribes of Sikhs entail of course a good deal of additional trouble 
for this oflSice. " 


I now take up the claims of different people to the Chief ship of 
Jind. As remarked earlier, the descendants of Bhup Singh were the 
nearest collaterals of the late Raja Sangat Singh ; in fact, his two grand¬ 
sons, Sarup Singh of Bazidpur and Sukha Singh of Badrukian were the 
two strongest claimants. The claim of the former was accepted by the 
Supreme Government as he represented the senior line The other 
claimants were Raja Jaswant Singh of Nabha. Rani Sabha Kunwar 
the senior widow of Sangat Singh and Rani Bhagbhari, the senior widow 
of Kunwar Partab Singh, the younger brother of Raja Fateh Singh. 

Sarup Singh presented a petition^ twice to Agra Government, 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, September I, \836, B. N, 82, L. N. 147. ' 

Clerk said : “1 wouid not recommend any alteration in the present 
establiebment, whereby the prevention has almost been sooomplished of 
daooitiee or open robberiea by gangs, which the neglect of bis country by 
the late Raja for several years past.**, 

2. This annexation aroused a great dissatisfaction among the rulers of Patiala 
and Nabha ; their agents, attending on Clerk, expressed the view of their 
employers on the subject of sending a deputation to Calcutta to protest 
against the action of the British Government. 

(Clerk to Metcalfe, January 28, 1836, B, N, 82, L. N. 11). 

3. The following letters should be studied in connection with Sarup Singh’s 
petition :— 

Metoalfe to Clerk, December 30, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 93* 

Bushby to Metoalfe, December 16, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 766. 

Samp Singh to Lieutenant-Governor Agra, November 6, 1886, B. N, 35, 
p. 767—777. 

Secretary Agra Government to Metcalfe, September 9, 1836, B. N. 86, 
L. N. 94. 

Coniinutd on wM page 




at first in August and then in November 1835, and sent a copy of the 
second petition to the Supreme Government. He thus described his 
case : Raja Gajpat Singh, the founder of the Jind Chiefship had three 
sons -Mehar Singh, Bhag Singh and Bhup Singh. The first died when 
GajparSingh was alive leading a son Hari Singh who died childless.^ 
Raja Bhag Singh succeeded to the gaddi after the death of Gajpat 
Singh. He had three sons- Fateh Singh, Mehtab Singh and Partab 
Singli. Two younger sons died leaving ho male heirs ; Fateh Singh 
succeeded, after the death of Bhag Singh. He had an oAly son, Sangat 
Singh. He was the Raja of Jind after the death of his fattier and had 
died childless. Sarup Singh was the grand-son of Bhup Singh, who was 
the brother of Bhag Singh and the third son of Gajpat Singh. Therefore, 
Surap Singh said that he was the heir and successor of Riija Sangat 
Singh and deserved the gaddi of Jind, being the nearest male heir. 
His first i>etition contained the following appeal I, therefore, 

apply to you to be installed in the inheritance of my fore-fathers by 
right of my lawful descent from the first founder of the principality 
conformably with the customs of my country and the Hindu Law of 
inheritance, tlie usages of the Protected Sikh States and the four 


Continued front page 14S 

Sarup Singh to Lieutenant-Governor, Agra, August 21, 183d, p. 774—78. 
Sarup Singh to Clerk, May 6, 1836, p. 778—83. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, January 18, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 5. 

Bushy to Metoalfe, January 6, 1836, B. N, 36, p. 18-19. 

Sarup Singh to Qovernor-Cieneral, November 11, 1835, B. N. 36, p. 20* 

Sarup Singh to Lieutenant-Governor, Agra, B. N. 36, p. 20—23. 

Or (B. N. 36,p. 774—78). 

Sarhp Singh to Clerk, p. 23-24, Or (B, N. 35, p. 778-79), 

Jiwan Ram Agent of Sarup Singh to Clerk, p. 24-25, 

Surup Singh to Clerk, p. 26-26. Or (B. N. 35, p, 781—83). 

Sarup Singh to Metoalfe, p. 27. Or (B, N. 35, p. 784*85). 

Sarup Singh to Lieutenant-Governor, Agra, p. 27—30. 

Or (B. N. 36, p, 767—71). 

1. But he had a daughter, Ohand Kaur, who wat married to Fateh Sit* n 
Thaneear, 



t IM ] 


principal Houses of Patiala. Nabha, Jind, Kaithal, commonly called the 
Plmlkian family, from the commencement of the Sikh authority in this 
country to the present day.**^ 


4 

Sarup Singh’s petition failed to produce any appreciable effect. 
Fhe reply given was that the Supreme Government had decided that 
as his father Bhup Sir gh had obtained a separate provision and since 
that had nothing in common with the Chief of the Jind territory, he or 
his descendant had no claim upon the Chiefship,* 


In this second petition, Sarup Singh made a spirited reply:® 
*‘If this be the criterion to judge of the birth-right of men in this 
country, there is not a Chief or a petty land-holder throughout these 
tracts who can be said to have lawful right to an inch of land. He 
also appealed to the Third Article^ of the proclamation of 1809, issued 


1. Vide Petition of Sarup Singh, August 21, 1B35, B. N« 35, p. 775. 

2. Scott to Metcalfe, September 9, 1835, B. N. 35, L. N. 94. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, December 10, 1885, B* N. 35, p. 766. 

Scott had asked Metcalfe to ascertain and report on Sarup Singh's 
claims, his circumstances and means of support. 

The Sardar had also complained that he had not been shewn any doou- 
ments relating to his case (B. N. 36, p, 28, Petition of Sarup Singh, November 
5, 1835) and instructions were sent by Lieutenant-Qovernor that necessary 
documents should be shown by Metcalfe to the petitioner. 

3. Sarup Singh observed * ** It is said that owing to my grand«father having 
forcibly possessed himself of a small portion of the Jind principality after 
the death of Raja Gajpat Singh and before the arrival of the British authority 
in this country, that the late agent and commissioner, Mr.W. Fraser, considered 

my claim to serve heir to the Jind State as undeserving of consideration.. 

“ Vide, Petition of Sarup Singh. (B. N, 35, p, 767, November 5, 1885). 

4. The third Article was as follows :— 

** The Chiefs shall remain in the exercise of the same rights and autho« 
rity within their own pesseseions which they enjoyed before they were taken 
under British Protection 
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to the Cis-Sutlej States by British Govenment on their first assump¬ 
tion of the protection, which guaranteed to them the privileges and 
customs enjoyed and exercised by them from the time of their settle 

nient. According to Sarup Singh, “. the present assumption of- 

the Jind State on the part of the British Government or even 
conferring it on the females of the family of the late incumbent in 
any shape while there are undeniable male heirs is an in fraction cf 
that sacred pledge/* The Sardar further averred: “Every Chief in 
the country has some collateral relations who enjoy maintenance from 
the principalities which when become vacant by failure of male 
issue of the body of the last incumbent is forthwith supplied by the 
nearest of kindred from amongst them/* Sarup Singh was of the 
view that his estate would have been resumed by the Jind Chief, 
had he died childless; now the Chief had died and he, therefore, was 
entitled to succeed him/ Finally, he again ma ’e a veiy^ moving 
appeal in the following words:— “I respectfully refer my claim and 
case which agreeably to the Dharam Shastra and the custom of the 
country, the whole of the Chiefs great and small are unanimous in 
awarding to me and from the equitable disposition of the British 
Government. I confidently hope that if they will condescend to take 
my case into impartial consideration, they will not, by reason of the 
established usages, which have been hitherto counteracted and upheld 
by themselves of their own inviolable observance of agreement and 
guarantees and the long loyalty of the late Raja Bhag Singh, oppose 
the establishment of his own race and blood in the person of a grand- 


1. The Sardar quoted the ease of Alwar whose Chief had diad leaving a eon by a 
Mohammadaa wife ; the tribe of the ruler leleotied one Bent Singh, whose 
aeieotion wae approved by the British Qoveriunent, and the eon was given a 
maintenanoe. Similarly, if Baja Karam Singh of Patiala were to die with¬ 
out ea heir, the Sardar felt that it would go to his younger brother Ajit Singh, 
theu|^ by a different mother and not to the females. The Sardar said l^at 
this principle had been acknowledged and acted upon by the Supreme 
Oovenunent in’fverjr oaae. 
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nephew and a great-grandson of their mutual ancestor Raja Gajpat 
Singh or approve of the confiscation of this small state and deprive the 
lawful heir of his heritage as having in the first place sheltered us from 
the grasp of others to deprive us of our possessions afterwards/*^ 


In the petition of August 21, 1835, appealing to Government to 
reconsider his case favourably ,2 Sarup Singh had quoted six different 
cases in support of his claim.^ 


Bushby, Secretary at Agra, on the presentation of Sarup Singh's 
pettition^ asked Metcalfe to ascertain from Clerk, answers to the 
following queries : — 


1. Vide, Petition of Sarup Singh, November 6, 1885, B. N. 36. p. 767—771. 

2. He had also written a letter to Metoalfe, saying .I am now the lineal 

heir to the Chiefship which was founded by my grand*father—Raja Qajpat 

Singh.and you.,will ascertain the ouetome and uiages of Patiala, Nabha, 

Jind, and Kaithal families from the whole of the Chiefs of this country.** 

B. N. 35. p. 784-85, July 7, 1836, 

3. They were t— 

({) The estate of Kakrala ; it was given to Bhai Lai Bingh of Kaithal, 
after the death of Bhai Karam Singh- 

(•») The estate of Jacsa Bingh of Baidwan; it was made over to his 
brothers, after his death, 

(Hi) The estate of Kharak Singh of Shahabad : it was given to Bher Bingh 
after his death, 

(iv) The estate of Nur-un-Kissa of Malerkotla. after her death, it was 
made over to the descendant of Jamal Khan, the founder. 

(v) The Pathan estate of Kunjpura : on the death of Nawab Bahadur Jang 

jKbaa, it was given to his brother, 'Gbiilam Ali Khan in preference to 
his widow. 

(vt) The estate of Jaimal Singh Buna : it was at first given to widow : 
alter her death, it was given to Gulab Singh, the brother of Jaima 
Singh, though by a different mother. 

4 . Metoalfe to Clerk, January 18, 1836, B. N. 36, L« N. 5. 

Bttshby to Metoalfe, January 6, 1886, B. N, 38^ jp* I *lp. 
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{a) Whether a member of a Sikh family, who acquires by separa* 
tion an independent portion of the ancestral property, is entitled to any 
reversionary benefit from 1 remainder of the property in the event of 

the other branch of the family becoming extinct by default of heirs- 

if this be the invariable custom in regard to ordinary property, is it 
also held to be the rule in respect to a principality or a Chiefship, 

(6) Whether the Tnalnq which was allotted to Bhup Singh- 

was considered a separate Riasat or Chiefsbip and whether that ciroum^ 
stance would exclude his d cad from succeeding to the Riasat of 
the elder branch of the f^lmil^^' ." 

(c) Whether Metcalfe could report “ any instance of property 
similarly circumstanced lap:ung to the Paramount power before we took 
the Sikh states under our protccciou 

Clerk made two replies to the petition presented by Sarup Singh 

-the first on October 23, 1835, and the second on March 23, 1836. 

In the first,* he dealt witn the query under the heading (6) above and 
hen dealt with the cases oit ri hy the Sardar.^ He referred to his 
letter of November 6, 18 J4, reporting the death of Raja Saagat Singh, in 
which he had meiitioried how Bhup Singh, the grand-father of the 


1, This was the point which had to decide the claim of Sarup Singh. IV Bhup 
Singh and his descendants wore incompetent to inherit the Chiefship be¬ 
cause of their separate estate, the claim of Sarup Singh would not hold 
water. The Sardar insisted that he could inherit in spite of the separation 
of his ancestral estate. But Government, in the case of Perozepur, had 
refused to sanction such a right. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, October 23, 1335, B. N. 81., L. N. 121. 


3. See Appendix IV to Chapter 111, p. 
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f)etltjoner, had obtained in 1789, Badrukian and five dependent villages 
as a separated portion of the Jind territory. Perhaps that was the reason 
why Fraser, the late Agent at Delhi, considered the claims of the descen¬ 
dants of Bhup Singh to the Chiofship to have been invalidated by their 
possession of a separate Taaluq, ** previous to connection of the British 
Government with these states and to the recognition of them by the 
British authorities as Chiefs, independent of Jind/' Again, when Sardar 
Karam Singh, the father of the Petitioner, made a complaint to 
Ochterlony in 1816, against his younger brother for possessing more 
than a moiety of the Taaluq, he had represented it as being their 
Chiefship.^ 

In the second and more important letter,* Clerk dealt with 
Bushby's query under the heading (a) above, and observed that among 
the Malwa Sikhs or that class of Jats to which belonged the family of 
Jind, private real property would, in the event of the other branches 
of a family becoming extinct by default of male heirs, revert to a 
descendant notwithstanding his separation in the enjoyment of an 
independent portion of the estates of ancestors. But Clerk maintained 
that the law had not been violated by Government's decision in the 
Jind case. He argued that Gajpat Singh was a Taaluqcdar paying 
revenue to the Mughal Government, and that the British Government had 
succeeded to the position af paramountcy claimed by the Mughal rulers 
though it was not getting any tribute or revenue from the Sikh States, 
Had the British Government been in receipt of any money payment 
from the Cis-Sutlej Slates, it could not have ^ny right to resume the 
territory of a Chief, who didd without male heirs,* as the estate in that 
case would have been considered private property. 


1. Olerkto Metcalfe, October 23, 1835, B. N, 81, L, N. 1244 

2, Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 44. 

S* This point has already been fully dealt with in theo^eginning of this Chapter. 
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Clerk then gave some partimilars about Karam Singh, the 
father of Sarup Singh. He wrested the Taaluq of Badrukian from his 
father who had been given the Taoluqs of Badrukian and Baaidpur. 
Subsequently Bhup Singh recovered the place from his son and gave 
him the village of Mohammadpur for his maintenance^. Karam Singh 
was not content with it; he secured Bazidpur by force but oould 
not retain it for long. Later on, he went to the court of Maharaja 
Ranjit Singh and entered his service. A little time before his death 
in 1816, Bhup Sing made a partition of his territories; he assigned 
to his younger son, Bassawa Singh, the bigger estate of Badrukian 
while to Karam Singh, his elder son, he gave the lesser estate of 
Bazidpur, on account of his ‘'disobedience**. Sarup Singh was the 
Chief of Bazidpur*. 


Again Clerk was of the view that Sarup Singh could not 
inherit Jind Chiefship so long as the relations of the British Government 
with those States were conducted on the principles of the proclamations of 
1809 and 1811. The first of the principles as laid down by the order 
of Government was that of securing the Cbieftains in possession 
of the lands which they respectively held antecedently to the last 
excursion of Ranjit Singh (in A.D. 1807) into the territory situated 
between the Jumna and the Sutlej. What Clerk meant was that 
Bhup Singh had received Badrukian and Bazidpur in separate Chief- 
ship; his descendants, therefore could only claim the above two 
Taaluqs and their claim to the Jind territory, a separate Chiefship, 
aras untenable. He was referring to the rule, prevalent among the 


1, Clerk to Metcalfe, March 28, 1888, B. N. 82, t. N, a, 


2 . IhU. 
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Sikhs, that if an estate had been separated into two protions, both the 
portions acquired the charaoteristio of an independent estate and 
in case of failure of heirs, escheated to the Supreme Government, 
to the exclusion of male collaterals.^ Tim most famous case was 
that of Tha iesar, which Clerk quote i again and again in support of 
his argument that Jind should be resumed by the Supreme Govern- 
ment.* He compared the territory left by Gajpat Singh of Jind with 
the Thanesar estate.® 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, January 22, 1841, B. N. S.*!, L. N. 169. 

Clerk was talkinpr of the claim of \\ azir Singh of Nagla Lalpur to tli© 

estate of Gadauli. Nagla Lalpur and ^indauli hod been separated into 
two independent Chiefshipa m 1803. Therefore, the Snrdar of Nogla could 
not succeed to the estate of Gadanli which nacheate l to the British Govern¬ 
ment. Clerk said ; “ ^‘his rule of considering estate of this description 
having no lineal heirs, to escheat to the pnreinonnt state to the exclusion 
of collateral heirs, w’here those l ave prior to 1807, been fixed in a separate 
Estate, has been maintained by the British Government on its assuming the 
management of Bilospur in 1820, Thanesar in 18:>2, Tira in 1837 and other 
instances.*' 

2. Another examnlo given by Clerk was that of Buria, belonging to Bhagwan 
Singh, which was divided among his t'wo widows. On the death of one, the 
survivor claimed her portion but Government rejected her claims. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 25, 1833, B. N. 81, L, N. 34. 

Clerk observed about Gajpat Jliiijgh’s territory ; “ His property having 
now been left in circumstances similar to those in winch the Thanesar estate 

was to be found in 1832.a failuro of heir male and four female claimants, 

when the Chiofship was hcM to have escheated and was accordingly aesumed 
by the Government 

Thanesar consisted of two separate portions..., .two-fifths the share of 
Bhag Singh and three-fifths flat of Bhanga Singh. The former passed into 
the control of the British Govornraont when Jamiyat Singh died in 1831 ; the 
latter portion remained with the two widows of Fateh Singh, who were given 
possession after the dnath of their mother-in-law, Mai Jian, The estate of 
Jamiyat Singh escheated because there were no male heirs ; the claim of his 
was considered and rejected while in t^e other portion, the widows 
were allowed to puoceed. 

Clerk ignored one distinction between Jind and the lapsed estate of 
Thanesar. The former had collateral heirs while the latter had none. Hence 
the eomperlson» entmoleM by Olerk« is not very fair. 
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Ta Bushby's query under (c) above. Clerk replied that 
the lands of the nature of Jind Chiefship, yielding revenue to the 
Mughals, so long as the Southern Sikhs acknowledged any pera- 
mouiitey, “have been treated as private property and regulated by 
the rules of succession applicable to the property of such a nature 
among Jats/' What he meant was the Jind Chiefship in the event 
of the payment of tribute, could have been acknowlodg«^d as such; 
as it did not pay any tribute, it was not private property.^ He 
argued that if the Sikh Ohiefships were to be treated as private 
property, the result would be disastrous. According to him, uni¬ 

versal division of landed property, which would rapidly ensue, 
would, in a brief space of time, compel the British Government to 
undertake the entire management of these territories, to the utter 
annihilation of all Sardaris as now on all sides enjoyed*'.* 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B. S2, L. N. 44. 

2 Clerk observed; We should, I conceive fall in great error, wore it to be 

troaied as a case private of personal property.If this demand means 

anything it means that the claims should be resolved by the laws of inherit¬ 
ance applicable to ordinary property. But should this bo granted.should 

the distinction be lost sight of.which it had hitherto been deemed expe¬ 

dient to observe between rules of succo&ssion to private property among Jats 
and the regulation of Chiefship......it is not the British Qnvernment whose 

authority and resources which thereby become curtailed.*’ 

Clerk could not give any specific instance of a property similarly 
situated lapsing to the Paramount Power before 1809. Murray had also 
pointed out the evil oonsequenoes if Government were to be guided by the 
Hindu or the Mohommaden Laws of private property In suooesston to Chief- 
ships (B 74# L K 293). But Clerk’s auooessor. Eicbmond wrote that a 
majority of Cis*ButleJ Chiefs affected '* to oonslder their pessessions as private 
property only and net as invtdvihg sovereign right** (B« N« 88A« L. N. 94, 
February 18,1M4). 
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Clerk next replied to the point about the Dharm Shastra 
raised by Sarup Singh in his petition. According to him, the 
Shastras had nothing to say about the succession to Chiefship and 

that they only contemplated private property.’ He observed . 

What have Sikhs to do with the Dharm Shastra ? But if they, 
at this time of day, desire to adopt new laws and customs, in 
respect to territories, which have hitherto, under the protection of 
of the British Government, stood on the footing of the Sikh Khalsa 
Ji, assuredly, the paramount power could justly ordain laws as en¬ 
lightened and quite as congenial to the spirit of the Sikhs as those ot a 
people, whose tenets and ordinances they renounced for those prescribed 
by the founders of their new faith. What would be thought of Moham- 
madan converts, who became Sikhs, appealing to Sharab. Yet this 
would not be more unreasonable than the Sikh Hindu convert, 
referring, because in a particular instance it seems convenient to do so, 
to the doctrines he has forsaken. The resolving by the British authority 
of questions relating to any Sikh property, by the Hindu Shastra, 
under the idea, that it is necessary to adopt them as the prescriptive is, 
therefore, a mistaken rule 

1. Even, aocording to the Hindu Low, there is a fundamental differenoe between 
private property and a Chiefsh'p. As a historian has remarked : “ This 
division of private and public interests may be traced in the rules governing 
the partition of family estates, in which all sons have a share. But such is 

not the case where the Chiefship is concerned.No administration could be 

maintained even in name, were the partition and disintegration permitted. 
The younger sons of the ruling Chiefs are, therefore, placed in a worse position 
than the sous of the private citizens **. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 

Clerk to Maddook, March 16,1839, B. N. 83, U N. 110. 

Clerk is here being unfair to iSarup Singh. The Sikh laws were based on 
Hindu Shostras ; the teachings o( the Hindu Shaatras could not be forgot en 
by the Sikhs and the appeal to them, by Sarup Singh, was natural and inevi¬ 
table. Lawrence, in this oonneotion, remarked in his Heport on Kaithal, as 
follows;— 

** It will be gathered...* .that Ido not consider that the rules of suooee- 
slob in the Proteeted Sikh states have hitherto been based upon the laws of 
Hindu Inheritance t it they had bem, we could not have inherited a single ' 
estate**. (B. N. 88A, p. 241). Again in the eome Beport, he pointed out 
that neither the Malwa nor Ifeojha SibdMi follewed the Hindu Lowe of Inherl- 
mm* (p« 844)« 






After having discuBBed, at length, the claim of Samp Singh, W6 
now turn to diRCuss* the claims of other claimants—Raja Jaswant 
Singh of Nabha, Sukha Singh, Sabha Kunwar and Bhagbhari. 

Baja Jaswant Singh of Nabha sent a deputation to Allahabad 
and a cuniidential agent to Clerk, to deliver the following message; 

that if the Supreme Government should give up Jind, the Baja 
desires he may not be considered as approving of the claim advanced 
by Sarup Singh, but prepared to offer himself a candidate and to 
tender any amount of tribute that may toe required of him 
The agent again waited on Clerk, after a few days, to explain 
the Baja’s view in regard to Jmd.^ He stated that the Raja 
considered himself as a collateral heir of prior claim to Sardar 
Bhup Singh’s branch, his (the Baja’s) groat grand-father having been 
the uncle of Qajpat Singh. He, of course, was referring to Gurditia, 
who died in 1754 and was the son of Tiioka and the brother of 
Sukh Chain, the father of Gajpat Singh. The agent also refeited 
to the decision in the Kakrala case in which the estate was awarded 
to the Bhai of Kaithal, to the exclusion of the other branches of 
the Bhaikian family,® and dwelt on the expediency of transferring 
the charge of Jind to a state possessing the authority and the 
means requisite to the due administration of extensive territories 
in preference to adopting as their sovereign a less substantial and 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe* June 15* 1836, B. N« 82, L* N. 104. 

Clerk mentioned the petitions of Sakha Singh and Sabha Kunwar also, 
claiming the Jind Ohiefship and added i ** Thera appear to be severali parties 
preparing likewise to prefer such claims **• 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 24, 1886, B. N* 32, L. N* 110. 

8. Also see B. K. 81, L. N. 121* 





influential eoion of the family .1 In conclosion, the agent said that the Raja 
was prepared to tender a Nazrana of four lakh of rupees on the 
recognition of his title to inherit the Jind territories.® Th e claim 
of the Ilaja was declared inadmissible by Government on the ground 
that Jind was acquired by Qajpat Singh, subsequeut to the separa¬ 
tion of the Nabha Branch.® 

As to the claims of Sukha Singh, the son of Bassawa 
Singh of Badrukian, he presented a petition on which Metcalfe 
invited Clerk's views.® Clerk replied® that Sukha Singh vested his 
claim on his cousin Sarup Singh's family having been disinherited 
from rebellion, on his haviag performed the funeral obsequies on 
occasion of the late Raja's death and on an alleged Jind custom 
of devolving the inheritance on second sons. Clerk observed that 
the first two assertions were facts while the third was not borne 
out by the history of the Jind House. Sukha Singh apparently for 
got that by saying that the second sons inherited the estate, h- 
was disqualifying himself in favour of his younger brother, Bhagwane 
Singh. As Clerk so effectively put it that if the third assersion of 
Sukha Singh wers accepted, Bhagwan Singh, the second son of 
Bassawa Singh, would seem to have the stronger claim. At first 
his claim was rejected outright.® Later on, it was reconsidered. 


1. Clerk to Metoalfo, June 24, 1824, B. N. 82, L. N. HO, 

2. Clerk said; “ This I repeat in order to exhibit fully Raja Jaswant Singh’s 
Intentions and not in the idea that suoh a proposition would at all accord 
with the view of the Supreme Government* 

8. Metcalf© to Clerk, July 16, i85C, B. N. 36, L. N. 67.” 

Bushby to Metcalfe, July 9, 1936, B. N. 36, p. 199. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, November 30, 1836, B. N* 82, L. N. 180. 

4« Clerk to Metcalfe, June 16, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N, 104. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, June 22, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N, 60. 

6. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 4, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 114. 

6* Metcalfe to Clerk, July, 16, 1836, B, N. 86, L. N. 67. 
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Ifetealfe, referring Clerk to the letter of the Secretary of Agra in 
which the Lientenent-Gorernor required farther information abont 
thedisinheritanoeofKaiaih Singh from bis son Samp Singh and also 
the reaaon why Snkha Singh wae oalied to perform the funeral ceremonieH 
of the late Sangat Singh * 

Clerk sent the reply of Samp Singh to the above query, with 
his own replies to the others.* The disinheritance of Karam Singh 
was denied by his son Samp Singh, though Clerk was of the view that 
relations between the father and the son, tit, Bhnp Singh and Karam 
Singh, were badly strained. The forcible seiznre of Boaiapoi embi' 
ttered the relations all the more. When Karam Singh died, after 
bis return from the Punjab, ncme of the brancbee of the family paid 
the usual viaita of oendolenoe, which om mission was strongly 
the deputations sent and the respects paid to the family of his 
younger brother Bwsawa Singh on bis death, a few years ]taet at 
Badmkian. Again, by the decirion of the Phulkian aiiefs, tiie greater 
share of the inheritance.—about two thirds—was given to Batswa 
Singh, though they pretended to divide the pai rimony equally between 
the two brothers. Clerk could not say vtry definitely bow Ur ornld 
Samp Singh be'considered ineligible by the disinheritance of Karam 
Siugb as alleged by Sukha Singh. He observed ; “ How far mob an 


1 « Metcalf to CUrk» August 6, 1830, B. N. 36, L. 69. 

Secretary at Agra to Metcalfe, July 27, 1830, B. N. 36, P. 244.45 
Also Sukha Singh’s petition, B. N, 39, p. 175-86, 

2, Clerk to Metcalfe, December 1, 1836, B- N, 82, L. N, J81. 

Clerk gave the example of Baja Jiswent Sinjili of Nabha who being 
offended with bis son (Ranjit 8 ingb), sought finally to aeciao the dianhcri 
tance of him and his chi)d«««,t(Botb of them died and gaddi paased to the 
second son, Devindar Singh), I have referred to it later on in the monogiaph 
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alienajipnoii the member 4 irf'a,'f-amilf 'would affect' in later times tfiJ^ 
heirs of thp offending .party.' it ip • difficult to -prondurtce, as I havd 
not beep successful in (finding -any*case'analogous' in all point's in' th'e 
families.{:{f .the .Protected Silchs”i>' THfe funeral 'ceremonies of' Sanga'i' 
Singh were performed by Sukha Singh, just as‘'ithbse of 'the grand¬ 
father (Bhup Singh) were performed by his father (Bassawa Singh); 
the elder son (Karam^Singfi ),,who.wa* said to.hava'come fdr the same 
piirpcjse,^ see'med to.hgye ..been, excluded. Clerk held thatdf this<■ did* 
not. disqualify . Samp Singh’s father from-inheriting the propeVty of 
his own I ff^thej, it should, not stand' iii the Vvay df Sarilp SSngh4'| 
inheritance, i. On the occasioni.of-. Sangat Singh'^'death, Satup SingH' 
was'not, .present :and rf:he rites were performed by Sakha- SitigO;- as ' 
Clerk obseryod: .it.is obvious that in cases of death'So'suddeii ’ 

as tliatjof Raja, .^apg3-t .SinghfCircumstances, of' time and' cOhverliencd 
may often,^ especially in,<tlus .climate, eompei.' thfe • perfdjlnarice bf‘ 
funeral obsequies^ by thosen.relutives i of! the-', deceased who can firsts 
reach his corpse,. But Clerk,- .argUftd that th-is! fadt alone could*-not* 
confer a title to inheritanc. 3 , j A&he wsrote: .“Moreover'it-is' contrary*- 
to the'iiindp Law to,dpepi that.,.the' personal' superintendence of the'* 
ftxneral rites can. singly coqfer ^ title to inheritance of the ' ^ceased ' 
rie futther observed that the argument of Sukha •Singh' tliat -'Clriefship ' 
inthe Phulkian f^pilies ^pas|?4 fo; thq . secondi knerely 1 proved that''' 
some lliihes a younger son was preferred to the elder*. Sukha Singh’s 
claim at first was not considered very seriously® but he persisted 
for a long time. As late as 1839^ — tyt< 2 ._years -after- his cousin-Sarup 
Singh "had been declared the Raja of Jind, — he petitioned Govern- 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe. DeceTnber 1, 1836, B. N. 82, .L. N, ISl.- 

I . , . 1 ... ■ _ . 

i. In this oopn,ection, Cl^rk •aid : •'Thir must often bo ' thS cate wKord lho 
inbeoility ofojd ageqrits . .indol^o* or iti fondnees ie liable 'to yield to the 
importunities of a younger wife ih favour of latest off>spring * 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, Ja,ie 22, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 60. - -» 

Metcalfe to Clerk, October 24, 1836, B. N# 36, p, 335* 
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ip^nt; it was only ,vs;bcn he was finally and firmly told -that his* 
claim could not be considered by Government, that he desisted^. It 
only embittered the relations between Sarup. .Singh and-himself * 

As to the claim of Kani Sabha. Kunwar, Clerk showed surprise 
and wrote that it did not accord with her previous commvmications. 
She and her father, Sardar Ran jit Singh, h..d expressed, the hope 
that the British Government would give her a liberal joii^tuje and 
that was what she had desired.® According to Clerk, she, was only 
bringing iie'r claim forward lest she might meet with less consideration, 
should the Chiefship be transferred to others. Government decided 
that her claim was not worthy of much consideration. 

As to the claim of Rani Bhagbhari, the widow of Partab Singh,® 

' . 'I ‘ * * * 

Clerk sent for her agent and questioned him as to the grounds on 
which sh6 resfed hei^ claim. Clerk was told that her claim WnS ^i^the 
wife of Kunwar Partab Singh, the favourite son of Raja Bhag Singh 
aijid ''tha+ she knows of no other claimant who has better pretensions'*.® 


1. B. N. P. Prl'ition of Sukha Singb. 

■ ' Metcalfe Vo C'ler'kV'April 10, isSO, B. N.'sO. L. V 16. ^ ,, , 

N li'or Sukha Singli’a petition', aUg aeo p. l7o-l8fi,,^rch 29,^ |839. , 

2, CJerl^ pp Metcalfe, A^iguat 4, K, N. 83, L, Nw 36. ' ' ‘ 

.1- w. , n M ^ ’ «'«• » « ' • < ’ 

** ' 'Sarup Singh triW to mediate between Sukha Singh and hia younger 
• > brother’Bhag^an Sikigb in k dispute an^ as (^lerk pai^, ^arup Singh had shown 
a bias towards the latter and signs of* animosity towards the former. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, Juie46, 18^6, B. N, ‘82l N. lh4. 

4, Metcalfe to Cleik, July ic, 1836, B. K. 3^, L. 67, 

> I I M ’ • 

6. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 4. 1830, 82, L. N, 116. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, June 14, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 53. 

, . I ‘ i • 1 ' ' ( ’ ' ^ 

Kunwar Partab Singh was the of Jim Bhag.Sitfgh and died 

at a young age, without leaving any issue. * He had thrice m^ri^ed-^Bhag* 
bbari, Rattan Kunwar imd Bam Kuni^ar ; there was aiHitber w^dow 3ub Rai, 
whose position was not clear (B. N. 81, L. K, 70), 

I* * \ i»j1 
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Clerk said: **It does not strike^ nor there is anything in this claim 
wtiich renders it more desirous of attention then the others that 
have been referred." Her claim being judged as ‘‘ prepoBterous and 
absurd" was rejected. ^ 

It will not be out of place to mention here that Sukha Singh's 
(laims were being advocated by the Bhai of Kaithal ;* in the same 
manner, Sarup Singh had come to an understanding with Patiala and 
Nabha promising in the event of his success his allegiance to the 
h>rmer, and the restoration of the latter, of Sangrur, which had once 
l>eionged to that -rate. Besides, ail these rulers had sent a deputation 
to Agra, to request Government to expedite the decision in the Jind 
« use. But the reputation was dismissed.^ Metcalfe, addressing letters 
1 > the diSercnt r ilers, said that the whole question of Jind was under 
the consideratio.7 of Government which would give its decision after 
making due irive::tigatlan and that Government had devised inquiry to 
t e made respecting the right of Sarup Singh. 

Writing on August 8, 1826,^ Metcalfe referred Clerk to the letter 
v\ ritten to him by the Secretary at Agra and asking him to furnish the 
1 squired informThe letter ran as follows : — 


I. Metcalfe te Ch-fk, August 183S, B.N.SS, L.N. 65* 

Secretary ot Aprs t.> Metcalfe, May 27,18;.6, B.N.36, p.218. 

Secrets?y raided: -'It seems, however, to the Lieutenant Governor to be a 
claim on the h. Jy’s part to a third of the Cbiefship or to a joint possession of 
other widows m the ground that Raja Bbag Singh wished to divide his terri* 
lories between three sons, one of whom Partsb Singh, was the husband of 
the claimant vVVflgbhari. HU Honour considers this oiaim also untenable, as the 
principality ‘ ended undivided to the eldeet son ot Bbag Singh and again to 
his gfiitid- sof;, t Ue son of the eldest son.” 

*2. Clerk to Metcftlie, December I, 1836, B. N. 82, L 181. 

3. Matcalfe to ClorK, August 15, 1836^ B. N. 36* L. N. 74. 

to August 6 , L 8369 B. N. 36, p. 260. 

The deputation repaired to Ambala and presented a long statement to 
Oterk, (See B. N. 82, LL. N. 165 and 170.) Metcalfe addressed a letter to Karam 
Bingfa of PotioJ. on Augiwt 6, t»3» and forwarded aunilar latton to Nabba and 

Kaitfaal Baja* (B. X. 3#, p.«80- 61). 

4. 'Iletcalfeto CIctV.B. N. 38, L. N 70. 

Seeretary at Agra to Metoalfe, July 30,1886, B. K. 36, p. 348*40. 
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*’ I am directed by the Honourable the Lieutenant-Governor to 
inform you that the Supreme Government is desirous of ascertaining 
with perfect distinctness law or usage of succession applicable to Sikh 
Chiefships, as that of Jind, without reference to the payment of tributes 

to a superior power and to request that you will call on Mr. Clerk. 

to furnish details of specific instance in which previously to our taking 
upon ourselves the Paramount Power, the succession to such Chiefships 
has been determined in favour of or against the claims of collateral 
relations. 

2. You are desired to ascertain the usage now subsisting 
among Sikh Chiefs subject to the control of Raja Ranjit Singh. 


3. At the same time you are to enquire what the custom is 
in regard to possessions acquired like those of Raja Bhag Singh after 
his succession to the principality of Jind—Would a descendant from a 
common ancestor have a right to succeed to such possessions, supposing 
his title to be valid so far, be restricted to the possessions of the 
ancestor in virtue of whom he claims. 


4. The Lieutenant-Governor further desires that you will 
obtain the most correct information procurable respecting the nature of 
the several acquisitions made by Raja Bhag Singh. They were for 
the most part grants from Raja Ranjit Singh made before and after 
our treaty with that ruler in 1809. " 


Clerk made inquiries also from the Chiefs of Patiala, Nabha, 
Kalthal, B uidpur and Badrukian, and forwarded their re{dies, with his 
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own comments, to Metcalfe, on November 30, 1836.^ Twentj? cases* 
had been adduced as replies to the Veqdi^itions of the Government 
forspeciftc instances* in' which''pfeVtoiis to the paramountcy of the 
British Governtiient, th^ succession to* such Chiefsliips as that of ^ind 
had been determined and for ihfcrmatibh' to the custom in regard to 
possessions acquired like those of Raja Bhi’g Singh after his succession 
to the Principality/* ThCee Cases weref cited by the Chief to prove the 
observance of law of collateral succession to the Chiefships.* First, the 
iact of a succession to an estate was stated ; then it was shown by the 
Chiefs that the heir, as it were, incidentally married the deceased*s 
widow. But Clerk said that such was not the case ; the heirs had not 
inherited by virtue of their right and then married the widows ; in 
reality the marriage of the widow by the heir was, in every case, the 
means of appropriating estates, which would not otherwise have passed 


1. Herk to Metcalfe, B. N. 82. L. N. 180. 

2*. Clerk mentioned the oases numbering 0, 10, 11, 12, f6, 17, 18, 19 and 20, with¬ 
out saying . m detail what tiie cases were , (numbers 9 and 10 related to 
• private property and not to Chief ships , numbers 11. 12, 10, 17, 18 and 19 
,were examples o* Karew a marriage among the Manjha Sikhs ; number 20 
related to a principality of Chandel Rajputs, who observed odlateral 
succession of other coses, he talks in detail). 

3, The three cases were (a) Amar Singh of Patiala threw the sheet over the 
brother’s tridows, who died without 'male heirs, and in virtue of this union 
obtained whole of ins villages and per8ona\ property (6) Ham^r Si^gh qf 
l^abha threw^the sheet over the widow of his heirless brother Kapur Singh 
and took all his property, and (c) Sardul Singh obtained Sudti Singh’s estate 
by marrying his widows. 

Clerk said ; ** Thus these three iostanoes of collateral inheritance which 
are all that occur in the histones of the principle Phulkiau families, prove 
clearly enough by the manner in which i n each case the inheritance was 
obtained by the brother, that even they had no established law in their 
favour ”« 
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dbllditrally.' In proof of the statement he was making. Clerk said that 
these Very cases had been cited by the Chiefs in sup{)6rt of ' Karewa 
marriage, when Murray had called'for'the instaiices of ^uch marriages 

occurring in their families.- . . . • 

. : . . . . . » ' I - i ^ : i 

I . • : I 1 * ’ ^ 

Clerk theiv took mord ' important cases, set forth by the 
Chiafsj giving his dWn opinion in each case.* 

. . ' f - • ■ • 

• • • 

. . *, Clerk then quoted the following extract frbrn^ the papers ofc 
the Chiefs;:— ■ ' ‘ * • 

would seem that Jind hus been taken possession- of by. 
the .British Governme^it, in consequence of the. descendants of 
Bhup Singh, having received, a separate maintenance, and ,.h^tving;, 
long lived apart froiq the, elder branch of the family; but tliere is- 
nothing^ unusual in the circumstances, but . on the contrary, it,is in., 
exact conformity with the uniform practice of the Houses of Phul-'; , 
kian and Bhaikian in which the eldest son always* .'succeeded * 'toi 
the whole estate, with the exception of sniaU portions set’ apart-.* 
for the maintenance of. the. younger children.*" Clerk then went ’, 
on to say that the very same Cheifs had declared before Ochferlohy in 
181^ and in the. case of Ajit Singh of Patiala that equal par¬ 
tition was the rule of. succession'in the Phulkikn and Bhaikian' 
Houses and in the lesser Pliulkiari 'families.^ . • ,; • * i * 


I 


I 


1. Thifl point of view was not accepted by tho Supreme Qr vernment. 

2 As already mentioned, Murray, while discussing the claim advanced by Prem 
Kanwar of Thanesar, the widow of^Punjab Singh, to the estate left by her 
deceased husband had given ten examples of *Karewa\ 

3. See Appendix V to Chapter III. 

4, Clerk to Metcalfe, November 30, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 180* 

8. Here the first reference is to the dtspute between Karam Singh and Basaawa 
Singh of Bazidpur and Badrukian respectively. The second point has been fully 
discussed in the previous pages of the monograph* 
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So derk was of the view that the testimony of the Chiefs 
was not very rdiaWe and that '* their law of descent is not to be 
discovered from the statements prepare^ fw such occasion as the 
jaesent”. It w^ very significant, added Clerk, that for t«i months 
during which Mai Sahib Kunwar conducted the administialion of Jind, 
after the death of Sangat Singh, the Phulkian Oiiefs or their agent 
did not hint at there being any one with a superior daim tohcr- 
sdf and the other widows. Now they had made "bettra- and more 
pennanent prospective" terms with Samp Singh, and were therefore 
lending their support to his claims Clerk said that he was pointing 
ont these inconsistendes “not in di^iaragement of the claim of 
Samp Singh or that of his cousin Sakha Singh but imly that the 
case of claimants may be judged on its own merits." He advised 
Government to weigh very carefully the claims of different candi¬ 
dates to the Jind Chiefship, as its decision would have in calculable 
consequences and fundamentally affect the rdations between tlie 
cParamount power and the Protected Princes, Moreover, the rules of 
succession declared to have been laid down by Murray, did not 
contemplate a case as that of Jind.* Out of twenty cases set forth 
by the Chiefs, only one of Kakrala was the instance of collateral succe- 
ion in the Bhaikian family of Kaitbal. It bad been alluded ts 
shy Samp Singh in his re^aesentation, rrferred to by the Nabha 
Minister—Mnnshi Ishar Singh—in support of his nunister’s claim and 
also quoted by the agents of the I^ulkian rulers in the papers sub¬ 
mitted by them to the Government. But the decisbn in 
Kakrala case was not founded on any precedent. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, Morember 30,1838, 5, K. 82, L. K. ISO. 
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Clerk next took up the question of customs in regard to possession 
acquired like those of Raja Bbag Singh. If a case like Jind were to 
occur in the supremacy of any Hintlu Government, then the Chief- 
ship would either reVert to the Raja or be restored under a new grant 
to a relative of the deceased on payment of a Nazrana or be conferred 
on some other Chief at the pleasure of the sovereign. Under the 
supremacy of Maharaja Ranjit Singh, it would be resumed, observing 
no distinction as to the nature of the diiferent possessions. Samp 
Sinsrh was trying to claim all the Jind territory, irrespective of the fact 
how it was acquired. Clerk was strongly opposed to such a claim as 
it would bring the heirs of other V)ranche8 » f the Jind House also 
into the fiiOd.^ Besides Gajpat Singh's possessions, Sarup Singh was 
claiming all the territories acquired by his descendants subsequent 
to the separation of Bazidpur branch in the person of Bhup Singh. 
Clerk felt that his claim should be restricted to the possession of the 
ancestor from whom he was trying to inherit— that is the territory 
ruled and acquired by Gajpat Singh only. As we shall s^^e, this point 
of view was ultimitely accepted by the Supreme Govrnment, which only 
allowed Sarup Singh to succeed to the portion of the Jind territory 
acquired by Gajp it Singh. 


The decision in the Jind case was announced in January 1837, 
and conveyed to Clerk by Metcalfe in a letter dated Fabruary II, 
1837,* in the following words:- 


l Clerk to Mbtoalfe, November 1836, B. N. 82, h. N. 18U. 

Clerk said : “ But supposing his claim to the Jind Chiefship be 
admitted, it would seem that if his right be not restrirtecA to the posses¬ 
sion of the ancestor, as a descendant from whom he prefers his claim 
the principle would admit also the right of the Nabha Raia, of the heirs of 
Bulaki Sinph and of Mehar 8ingh to share in the acquisitions of Gajpat 
Singh's acquisitions...** 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, B, N. 37, L. N. 15. 

As prophesied by Clerk, the decision proved to he a momentous 
one as it laid down the policy of Government towards the Phulkian States 
of Patiala, Nabha, Jind until after the mutiny when the right of adoption 
was granted. Kaithal ceased to exist as a state in 1843 in pursuance of 
iVite award o€ Government. 
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2 « ** It has been resolved by the Bight Honourable the 
Governor^General of India in Gonnoil to recognise the right of 
Sardar Sarup Singh to succeed to the possessions of hfs great 
grand-father • Qajpat Singh, and accordingly to relinquish to Sarup 
Singh the tracts of country generally which belonged to his ancestor 
Gajpat Singh, through whom he derives his title with the exception 
to hereafter noticed. 


3. The possessions which were granted by Maharaja Banjit 
Singh subsequently to the treaty of 1809, are to made over to 
the officers of His Highness. 


4. Ludhiana and all the other possessions acquired by the 
descendants of Gajpat Singh, subsequently to the death of that Chief and 
before the year 1809, have lapsed to the British Government. 


6 . The net profits (if any) which hare been realized by us froma 
the possessions about to be transferred to Miharaja Banjit Singh or Rajs 
Sarup Singh, since the date of our occupancy are to be paid to Hi 
Highness and Sarup Singh respectively. 


7. The estimated revenue should be exhibited in order that His 
Honour may have the data on which to ground an opinion as to what 
proportion of the subsistence allowance which shall be awarded to the 
widows should be contributed by Sarup Singh and what portion by the 
British Government. You are directed to consult Sarup Singh as to the 
amount of provision to be settled on the different claimants. 


8 . You will proceed to Jind and there instal Baja Sarup Singh 
on the part of the British Government and make over to him the terri* 
tones of his ancestor Gajpat Singh. 


9. Care must taken not to transfer to Baja Sarup Singh those 
lands afaethcr belonging t. Gajpat Singh or not, which were conquered 
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by our arms from the Mahrattas iu 1W)3. 1809-1810 and 1818 respectively 
and afterwards sui reptitiously occupied by the Chief of Jind 

10. The discussions that have taken place in consequence of the 
claim of Sarup Singh to Jind Principality have induced the Supreme 
Government to consider what rule ought to be observed for succession to 

property in the Sikh states-it is the opinion of the Government that 

as regards the four principal Chiefships of Patiala. Jind, Kaithal and 
Nabha, the principality should devolve entire to the nearest male heir 
and to the exclusion of females. With regard to all the other Sikh 
Chiefships or estates, the custom of the family must be ascertained in each 
case by the best evidence procurable*.*’ 


1. I be above despatch was baaed on a despatch from tlie Secretary to tbe (Sovern. 
ment of Indio, Political l epatlmcDt to tbe Lieutenant-Governor, Agra, dated 
January 10, 1837, (B. N. 37, p. 42, and B. N. 100. p. 07). It ran as follows 

His Lordabip in Council regrets to find that it is almost impiaoticable 
to lay down any general rules for suoceasion ts property in the Sikh States 
The information now ,urnisbed so far from affording any new light on the 
aubjeot tends only to confirm the remarks contained in Captain Murray’s paper 
on the rules and cnrtc.ms o» the Sikhs to the effect that •• the rule# of suores- 
Bton to landed property in the Sikh states are arbitrary and are variously modi- 
, fied in accordance to the usages, the interests and prejudices of different 
families nor is it practicable to reduce tbe anomalous system to a fixed end 
lending principle. 

4. I am deetrefl to observe that the Governor-General in Council cunnct 

concur in the opinion expressed by tl.e agent at Delhi-that the oUim of tlie 

widows in the case of the Jind succession would appear to be strengthened by 
the facts recorded in the precedents. It is true that in view of the: e 
cases when the brolhers succeeded they married the widows of the iasl^ 
possessors but it by no means follows that the succession would no< have 
taken, place without such ceremony* still less that the widows would have 
, succeed :to the prejudice of the male heir* bad no such ceremony been 
, performed..,,' 

Continued on next page 
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The Raja of Patiala was not satisfied by the decision of fhe 
Government to restore only the lands acquired by Gajpat Singh to Sarup 
Singh ; he called it a ** failure of justice Naturally the Governf>r- 
GeneraJ, Lord Auckland, protested against the use of this term and said 
that the British Government had shown indulgent consideration to 
the claims of vSarap SingU.^ 

On March 3. 1837, Clerk wrote to Metcalfe that Sarup 

Singh had fixed upon the 9bh instant as an auspicious day ana 


Continued from page 171 

6. When auUiorities are so conflimiting and the practice so unsettled 
as they appear to be in the tract of the country referred to, His Lordship 
in Council isofopinion that sorae general principle should, where practic¬ 
able, be established by the British Government and every consideration of 
justice and policy seems to require that as regards the four prinoioal Chiefships 
of Patiala, Jind, Kaithal and Nabha, the rule ought to be that the estate 
should devolve enti»e to the nearest male heir according to Hindu Law and to 
the exclusion of females. W’^ith regard to all the other Sikh estatos the 
Cfiistom of the family must be ascertained in each instance by the best 
evidence procurable, 

6. Applying the above principle to the case of Jind, Sarup Singh 
would unquestionably appear to have the best claim, but he can have no 
more than was possessed by his great grand-father, Gajpat Singh, through 
whom he derives his title. ** 

Iiord Auckland wrote to Raja Sarup Singh on June 19, 1837, assuring 
him that British Government had always been guided by •* the principles of 

jttstice and equity ”, adding ; “.on these principles alone, your claim. 

to the vacant * gaddi * of the late Raja Sangat Singh was recognised as valid 
(B. N. 37, p. 221). 

The letter of the Lieutenant-Governor. North-West Provinces, also conveyed 
the same sentiments. (B. N. 37, p. 221), 

1 Metcalfe to Clerk, August 17, 1837, B. N. 37, L. N. 73, 

Lord Auckland wrote : ** I am surprised at the allusion you have made 
to the Jind case and regret to find that you insinuate a failure of juatioe 
instead of acknowledging in common with all persons the indulgent considera¬ 
tion which has been shown to the claims of Sarup Singh to that Chiefship.” 





[173] 


that he would place him on the ‘gaddi' at Jind on that day.^ 
He also mentioned that the Sardar wanted to be invested with a 
'Khillat' of succession by the British Government. Clerk informed 
the Agent at Delhi that in the 'roshakhaua' at Ambala were lying 
a ‘Kalgi', a ‘‘sarpech*’ of Murray's time and a valuable sword 
presented to him (Clerk) by Maharaja Ranjit Singh; that these 
article^, with the addition of clothes, of about the value of 
Rs. 300 would constitute a good ^Khillat’ which will prove accept¬ 
able to the Raja elect. Metcalfe agreed with the proposal but he 
wantd a Nazrana from the Sardar equal in Rvalue to the articles 
presented.^ The Agent also began making arrangements to pay to 
Sarup Singh the surplus revenues of the estate, after paying over 
all establishment — Siidar and Mufassil. He also wanted to deduct the 
rxp^iis«8 of the Ist Local Horse employed in Jind, and the expense of 
troops used in suppressing the rebellion in Balwali.* 

On March 9 1837, Clerk wrote that Raja Sarup Singh* ascended 
the ^gaddi* of Jind on the 8th instead of 9th, and that he was 
present to invest him. He then described the investiture ceremony.® 

In a letter addressed to Metcalfe,® dated May 9, 1837, 

Clerk enclosed the two "Kharitas' sent by Sarup Singh, one to the Gover¬ 
nor-General, and the other to the Lieutenat*Governor. He also 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 3, 1837, B. N. 83. L. N. 6. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk. March 14, 1837, B.N. 37, L.N.24. 

Metcalfe inquired about the “supposed” value of Sarpech, ICalgi and sword, 
etc. (B.N. 37, L.N.20, March 14, 1837) 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 3, 1837, B,N. 83, L.N. 6. 

The expenses of the 1st Local Horse amounted to Rs. 10540/16/', of Begain 
Samrii^s troops Rs.8091/3/lO; the expense incurred in the suppression rf HaLawa 
revolt was Rs.2278/6/. (B,N,37, L.N,33, p. 93, and B.N.36, p. 107). 

4. Sarup Singh proved to be a conscientious and successful uler—Calcutta Review, 
October-December, 1814, p. 190, 

5. Clerk to Metcalfe, B,K. 83, L:N. 7. 

6. Clerk to Metoe\^e, B.N. 83, L. N. 20. 
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submitted the lists of srtioles forming the 'Khillat' of the Raja. Sarup 
Singh desired to present 'Khillats’ to Clerk and Metcalfe but, being 
told that it was contrary to the orders of Ooremment, had to drop 
the idea. He gars ‘Nazrana’ to Gorernment in the form of presents 
a fact which it disliked. Metcalfe thought' that the Nazrana should 
have been in the form of money, one hundred gold mohnrs would 
have been enough; a Nazrana in the form of presents had too much 
the appearance of equality and did not mark the relative position of 
the parties, Metcalfe adding in conclusion that it was not the amount 
but the principle involved which had to be considered.* By the 
persnssion of Clerk, Sarup Singh presented a Nazar of gold moburs 
for the Governor-General and a Nazar of 60 Mohurs for the Lieutenant- 
Governor.* 


It was the earnest desire of Raja Sarup Singh, since the day 
of his accession, to recover the rest of the Jind territory. He wrote 
to the Agra Government to that effect though Clerk fully explained 
the grounds on which the British Government had thought proper to 
keep in possession certain of the territories ruled by Sangat Singh.* 


K Metcalfe to Clerk, June />, 1837, B. K. 37, L. N. 65. 

2. The Court of Directors expressed their approval of the J id ffrtf r.t Cc^anf r’s 
action in having ‘‘required to presentation of a Kezar on his instalment, 
instead of a more exchange of Khillat.** 

B. N. 38, p. 60, extract of Para 20 of the Despatch of the Court of Direct 
tors, October 24, No. 60 of 1838. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 16, 1837, B. N, 83, L. N. 33, 

Sangat Singh had on his accession offered a Nazar of 61 gold mthurs 
to the Governor-General (B. N. 70, h, N. 211), 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 21,1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 23. 
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Metcalfo in a latter of June 15, replied, as follows^- 

**You are requested to apprise the Raja that hairing succeeded 
to the possession of his ancestor. Raja 6aj pat Singh, he has obtained 
all that is considered to be his due and that Raja Sangat Singh having 
di^d without issue, the rest of his territory, which did not belong 
to any ancestor of the present Raja, is deemed to have lapsed in 
part to the British Government and in part to Maharaja Ranjit 
Singh.’’ 


to Clerk, June lo, 183J, B. N, v>7, L. N. 57. 

Sarup Singh ua« in possession of half of Mudki, which harl to be returned 
to Ranjit Singh, aud wanted to recover the British half and delivered a written 
representation to Clerk who believed that the moiety of Mudki had been 
granted to the Jind Chief before 1809 aud as such had lapsed to the Govern* 
ment (B. N, 8^. L. N 25, June 28, leH?), Clerk suggested to MetoaiCe that 
some other villages might be taken from Stirup Singh in lieu of half of Mudki. 
Metcalfe in reply said that tbo Mudki question had been settled once for all 
by the orders of Qoverninont and that no further orders were necessary 
<B. N. 37, L. N. 62). If Raja Sarup Singh desired an exchange, his proposal 
could be liken into consideration if it came seriously from him ; Metcalfe 
observed : ** It is not desirable that any such arraugeiiient should be pro¬ 
posed by US with any chance of its being objected to ”• 

<B. N. 37, L. N, 62, July 14, 1837). 

About bis occupation of the Sikh half of Mudki, Sarup Singh urgt.d 
that there could be no necessity for displacing his authority until Maharaja 
Banjit Singh desired to occupy it. Clerk was of the opinion that the 
arrangement was preferable to soliciting Maharaja Ranjit Singh to introduce 
his authority in Mudki (B. N. 83, L. N. 26, June 28, 1837). 

On January 2, 1838, Metcalfe sent to Clerk copies of correspondence 
exchanged bttween Sarup Singh and the Lieutenant-Governor ; Raja Sarup 
Singh laid claim •* to the remainder of the Jind possessions but the 
la^er refused to entertain the Raja’s elaim. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, January 2, 1838, B, N. 38, L, N. I, 

Sarup Singh to Lieutenant-Governor, November 26, 1837, B. N. 38, p. 2« 
Lieutenant-Governor to Sarup Singh, Decen)ber» 16, 1837, B. N. 38, p* 2. 

Sarup Singh to Hamilton, November 26, 1837, B. N. 38, p. 2. 

Hamilton to Sarup Singh, December 16, 1837, B. N. 38, p. 3. 
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The Court of Directors, to whom the Jind question had been 
reported, were disposed to take a more liberal view of the inheritance 

of Sarup Singh, .as would he clear from the following extract;^ .It 

does not appear whether the whole of the possessions of Jind family, 
since acquired from Gajpat Singh's time were obtained by grant either 
from Ranjit Singh or from the British Government or its predecasors. 
If any portion were acquired otherwise as for instance by conquest, 
we cannot perceive on what grounds it can lapse to Government, Such 
possessions, we should conceive, ought to pass to the next heir Sarup 
Singh, as private property, under simihr circumstances, would do, and 
the fact that the territory may so pass is proved by numerous instances 
produced by the agents of the four Phulklan Chiefs, 


You will, therefore, inform us whether any part of the territory, 
which has been assumed by the British Government, comes within 
this principle; if so, you will consider whether it ought not be justice to 
be made over to Sarup Singh." 


Maonaghten, Secretary to the Government of India; accordingly 
enquired from Clerk how the whole of the possessions of the Jind family, 
since Gajpat Singh's time, were acquired,* 


Clerk replied: “The whole of possessions of the Jind family, 
acquired since Gajpat Singh's time, were obtaind by grant from Gajpat 
Singh or British Government***. Therefore, tne despatch only expressed 
a pious wish and Sarup Singh could not get any territory beyond what 


1. B.N. S8, p.222. Extract from a letter from the Oonrt of Directors, No« 28, daieti 
November 8, 1837, 

2. Maonaghten to Clerk, August 4, 1838, B.N.38, L,N.48. 

3. Clerk to Maonaghten, August 18, 1838, B.N. 83, L.K. 88. 
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had been awarded to him by the Supreme Government. But this did 
not appear to satisfy him as even as late as in December 1844, he 
put forward a claim to Ludhiana, Morinda and Bassia.^ 

Another problem that Sarup Singh had to face was that of 
the mother and the widows of Raja Sangat Singh. They were 
indignant at the accession of the Chief of Bazidpur, whom they regar¬ 
ded as a usur|)er and an interloper. They made repeated complaints 
to the Government of cruelty, and ill-treatment shown to them by the 
new Raja.^ Sarup Singh wanted to win them over an«l after a few 


1. Broadfoot to Seoretary, Agra Government, December 7, 1844, B, N; 164, 
L. N. U. 

Thornton, Secretary at Agra, wrote to Broadfoot on December 28, 
1844, iu regard to the claims preferred by Sarup Singh to Ludhiana, Morinda 
and Basia, as follows :— 

“ You will inform the Raja of Jind that neither in writing nor verbally 
can any ciaim of his to the resumed portions of the Jind territory be enter¬ 
tained. The Honourable the Court of Directors have finally sanctioned the 
resumption of these Parganas and the British Government cannot suffer the 
stability of property to be shaken by the existence of doubts regarding the 
maintenance of rule over states which they have once formally annexed to 
their dominions *' (B. N. B-^A, L. N. 99). 

This refusal of Government greatly annoyed Sarup Singh whose be¬ 
haviour in October and November, 1845 was punished by a heavy fine which 
was, howsver, remitted in view of the services he later on rendered. 

2. B.N. 37, LL. N. 82 (p. 265-66, August 23, 1837) and 114 (p. 406-14, November. 

1837).From Mai Sahib Kuuwar and Rani Sabha Kunwar, two petitions to 

Clerk, complaining against Sarup Singh.They even petitioned Metcalfe at 

Delhi (p, 267-70, August 23, 1837) and the Lieutenant-Governor, North West 
Province (p. 271-88, August 23, 1837). 

Also see : Metcalfe to Clerk, August 21, 1837, B. N. 37, L. N. 79. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, September 7, 1837, B. N. 37, L. N. 86. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, October 16, 1837, B, N. 83, L. N. 48. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, August 3, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 36. 

MiMldook to Clerk, July 27, 1839, B. N. 39, L. N. 39. 

Their complaints were that Sarup Singh had plundered property worth 
lakhs from Jind and had conveyed it to Bazidpur and that he had tried to 
violate the sanctity of their Zenana and so on. \B.*N. 37, L. N. 114. Sarup 
Singh also complained against them (B. N. 38, L. N. 23, May 30, lS37)-*-for 
axample Mai Sahib Kunwar refused to accept the allowance made to her by 
Sarup Singh (B. K. 88, p. 114). 
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weekgi of his aooeesion, bad a long talk with Clerk, especially about 
their maintenance. The Raja of Patiala was anxious to know the 
intentions of Government towards them and urged Clerk, with whom 
he had a private talk to recommend to Government to abstain from 
all interference regarding the widows,^ The Raja said that he would 
prevail upon them to marry Sarup Singh. This was being done by 
the Baja, added Clerk, in order to silence all opposition to Sarup Singh. 
Clerk had a long talk with Sardar Banjit Singh, the father of Sabha 
Kanwar, about the matter. He replied that he would be guided by 
the wishes of his daughter and wanted Clerk to postpone for a 
month the question of her provision. Sarup Singh also expressed the 
same wish and Clerk, therefore, agreed to abide by their wishes. The 
junior widows would be determined in their choice by the decision 
of Sabha Kanwar, the senior widow. In regard to her provision, the 
Raja was willing to give her additional allowance of Rs. 3277/7/« 
a year; she was already in possession of lands worth about Rs. 4100 
per annum; he was averse to any further increase.* 


The reply of Metcalfe* was that there should be no inter¬ 
ference “in regard to the provision to be made for the widows 
of the late Raja of Jind until the result of the endeavours to 
affect their marriage with the present Raja shall be known.'* The 
provision proposed to be granted for Sabha Kanwar was considered 
ample by him. 


1, Clerk to Metcalfe, June 28, 1887, B. K. 83, L. N. 25. 

2, Ibid^ The Board of Directors had desired the provisicn to the widows to be 
Uberal (&« N. 38^ p. 228). 


8^ Metoalfe to aerk, July 14, 1837, B. N. 37, L N. 62. 
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On July 27, 1837J CleA infomied Metcalfe that Sanip Bingh had 
proposed to assign to the two widows of Sangat Singh—Sabha Kunwar 
^and Rani Sukhan—a Tillage each and some daily allowance. He had 
married the third widow and would have married the two above also, had 
they been willing to contract the alliance.* When Rani Sabha Kunwar 

again complained, Clerk Wrote : “.It appears that annoyances to 

which the Rani is subjected, arose from the interference of the Raja with 
the arrangements of the Zenana in which she resides and in particular the 
appointment of officers, whose employment is offensive to the Ratii to 

superintend such arrangements*." Clerk was not prepared to interfere 

in these squabbles ; in reality, as Clerk said, she had not taken kindly to 
the accession of Sarup Singh> Metcalfe authorised Clerk to adopt such 
measures as he thought proper to prevent further complaints from the 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 27, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 8*. 

2. Ranis Sabha Kunwar and Sukhan complained that Barup Singh had taken 

away Rani Tibba Wall, the third Rani of Sangat Singh and added t ** we 
would have served the same fate had it not been for the protection and bra¬ 
very of our sepoys ”.(B. N. 37> L. N. 114, p, 409. 

3. Clerk to Metcalie, August 3, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 36. 

4. Clerk said: However, conciliatory the Raja’s conduct might he, it is pro¬ 

bable that her sense of her oWn superior rights may nevertheless inhltne her 
always to maintain at least that degree of estrangement which has so long 
subsisted between the former Chiefs of Jind and the family of Raja Sarup 
Singh 
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widow 0 and mother of Sangat Singh.^ Clerk again informed Metcalfe 
that the agents of the Mai and the Bani had presented a petition on 
behalf of their employers to be forwarded to Government; he added that 
he had also told them that they must consider the question of Jind 
succession as decided and that they should advise both the ladies to 
reconcile themselves to Government of Raja Sarup Singh.* But Clerk 
added : Of this, I have not much expeote tion/" The Supreme Govern¬ 
ment refused to interfere in this dispute ; it after concurring with the 
sentiments expressed by Clerk, wanted the Political Agent to take a 
suitable opportunity of expressing to the Raja, the gratification which it 
would feel at learning that the Ranis had been deprived of all ground of 
complaint,* So no heed was paid to their complaints and the diminished 
state of Jind, despite their opposition, passed to a collateral of Sangat 
Singh-Sarup Singh of Bazidpur.* 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, September 7,1S37, B. N. 87, L. N. 8S. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, October 15, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 48. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 8, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 12. 

Maenagbteu to Metcalfe, March 3, 1838, B N. 38, p. 48, and extract of letter 
No. 2-12 of February 16, addressed to Maonaghten by Metcalfe (p, 49). 

4. Sarup Singh stood by the British Government daring the first and teoond 
Sikh Wars, when many of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs were either lukewarm or openly 
hostile. He also served Government in the crisis of 1857 wivh unparalleled 
seal and energy, so much so that according to Griffin, vhe British Government 
had never had an ally more true and loyal in heart than Sarup Singh. 
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4. The Lapse of Kaithal 

The Bhaikian principality of Kaithal was the moat important 
state which lapsed to the British Government in lii43. Its annexation 
aroused great misgivings in the minds of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs. In 
Kaithal itself, it led to an outbreak which had to be suppressed forcibly 
before the town could be oocopied. To understand all that happened, 
we must know the geneological table of the Kaithal family.^ 


Bhai Gurbaksh Singh. 


Died 1766 


OurdaB 

Dhana 

Dean 

Takht 


Sukha Budha 

Singh 

Singh 

Singh 

Singh 


Singh ^ingh 

(died 

1 

died 

died 


1 died 

ehild- 

1 

1781. 

1784. 


1 1768. 

less). 

1 

1 



1 


Karam 

Lai Behai 


Gurdit 

Bastawa 


Singh 

Singh Singh 


Singh 

Singh 


died 

died died 


died 

died 


1810. 

1818. 1783. 


1800. 

1822. 


His I 

widow- 

Bhag* Fartab Udai 

bhari Singh Singh 

died died died 

1818. 1823. 1843. 


Punjab Gulab Sangat 
Singh Singh. Singh, 
died 
1836. 


1 


Daughter | I 

Rattan I I 

Kunwar. I I 


THE KAITHAL FAMILY. THE ARNOWLI BROTHERS. 


1. The Table haa been taken from Lawrence’s Report on Kaithal, prepared by 
him when he was in Nepal, bearing the date April 26, 1844, and the Table 
given by Richmond (B. N. 88A, p. 304) and compared to that given by Oriffin 
in •• Laws' of Inheritance to Chiefships on p. 87. According to Richmond, 
Budha Singh was the eldest, while there was some doubt with regard to the 
seniority of the other fonr brothers. He does not iihsntion Ourdas Singh, 
inelndsdby Lawrenee. This, of oonrse, does not affeot the point at Issue. 
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Bhai Gurbaksh Singh was the founder of the Chiefship.i Kaithal 
was conquered by Desu Singh from some Afghans. After the death of 
Desu Singh, his second son, Bhai Lai Singh secured it, after killing his 
elder brother, Behai Singh. Ht much enl 'rged his territory by new 
acquisitions and was the greatest of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs, after the ruler 
of Patiala, at the time of the Proclamation of 1809. Bhai Lai Singh was 
succeeded in 1818 by his elder son Partab Singh who reigned till 182^ 
He was followed by hia younger brother, Bhai Udai Singh, who was the 
last of the line and die 1 in 1843 leaving no heirs. His nearest collaterals 
were Giilab Singh and S ingat Singh of Arnowli, the great grand-son of 
Bhai Gurbaksh Singh, 


1. Clerk gave the early history of the Bhais iu these words; **The Bhais of Kaithal 
are descended from emigrants fiom Jaisalmer, some centuries ago, like the 
Phtilkian family of Sikhs, settled as a pasture people in the jungle country. 
They are descended from the same stock as the Phulkians, that is the familie » 
of Patiala, Jind, Nabha and the Mabarajkian Bikhs. They subsequently became 
Zamindars and Cbaudhris, paying revenue to the Mohamoiadan Government, 
until one of them attending on the Sikh Guru in the Punjab, received from him 
the familiar affiliation of Bhai, which the family has continued ever since, as 
its distinguishing title and he was held in a certain degree of reverence. 

Bhai Gurbaksh Singh, the common ancestor of Kaithal and Arnowli 
Houses and the founder of the Chiefship, was a principle leader among the 
Sikhs when they fought their groat ba tie with the Mohamm adans at Sarbind 
in 1763 . 

Bhai Desu Singh, the grand-father of Bhai Udai Singh possessed himself 
of Kaithal from the Mohnmmadans about fifty years ago and made it his chief 
place of residence,” (B. N. 88A, L. N. 1). In his letter, dated February 15, 
1844, Kiohmond also gave an account of the acquisition of Kaithal territory 
by Bhai Lai Singh. (B N. 88A, p. 242>44). According to him, the territory was 
acquired **by force or by fraud*’ (B. N. 88A, L, N 94). Richmond perhaps for¬ 
got that kingdoms generally owe their origin to force or fraud. In anothi^r 
letter written in October 1815, Richmond discussed the same point at great 
length fB. N. 88A, L N. 97. p. 288—302). But the best account is from the pen 
of Major Lawrence who was put in charge of Kaithal by Clerk. In this connec¬ 
tion, see B. N, 88A, L. N. 98, p. 320—333). 

^ Alto see Griffin’s; *<The Eajst of the ^unjab ”, p48-49 
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The British Government had been expecting the death of 
Bhai Udai Singh for feome years owing to his had health. In 
Clerk had uportcd that he had a paralytic stroke and that his 
death was daily expected.^ A few months later, he wrote that it 
was believed that the Bhai of Kailhal wj> 8 on his death bed. 
Government preferred to occupy the state which would lapse to it as 
the Bhai had no son. The Phulkian Chiefs, depending on the prece¬ 
dent of 1837 when Sarup Singh of Bazidpur had been dcclired 
as the Raja of Jind by Government, wanted Gulab Singh of Arnowli 
to succeed to the Kaitbal 'gaddi'.* 

But Udai Sinj^h lived on. In November 18:36, he sent his 
Diwan, TuJsi Ram and his confidential agent, Mehtab Singh, to 
meet Clerk and tell him that the Patiala Ruler had visited him at 
Kaitbal and recommended a member ol Arnowli branch to be made 
an heir, but that the Bhai had pointed out lo the Patiala chief 
that he knew of no such right of Arnowli family; and that in order 
to convince the Raja that he was in earnest, he bad dismissed from 
Kaitbal all members of that family sent thither on the plea of 
inquiring about his health. 


On Clerk questioning them about their views and those of the 
Bhai in the matter of successtion, the Diwan and the agent stated 
that neither the Bhai nor they much considered the subject because they 
l][Oped for the Bhai's recovery. But Clerk suspected that most probably 
the claims of /Suraj Kanwar, the wife of Bhai,would be favourably 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 23, 1838, B, N. 82, L. N. 44. 


2; Clerk to Metcalfe, November 30,1836, B- N. 82, L. N. 180, 
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entertained by the Kaithal authorities. This lady belonged to the 
famil}' of Ballabhgarh of which the Diwan was also a member.^ 


The Bhai managed to survive, until in March 1843, his 
condition bee me so grave that the Clerk who was at that time 
acting as an envoy to the court of Lahore, wrote to his assistant 
Greatb^d: '*The Bhai of Kaithal being again suffering from one of 
those dangerous attacks of illness to which for four years past he 

has been subject.you will be prepared, in the event of his 

demise, to march from your camp in the vicinity and take the 
Parganas of the Kaithal territory under the protection of the 
British Government/'* 

A Proclamation, to be issued in the event of the death of 
the Bhai, was also enclosed.* 


t. Clerk to Metcalfe, No^rember 30, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 180. 

2, Clerk to Greathed March 13, 1843, B. N. 88A. L. N. 2. 

The Pargana of Qujjarmal, conferred by the Lahore ruler on Bhai Lai 
Singh of Kaithal in 1812 was to revert to him, and the Parganas which were to 
devolve on the Bhai of Arnowli were also mentioned (B. N. 88A, L. N. 94). 

The Paragana were those which formed tbe territory of Bhai GurUaksh 
Singh, as the Bhais of Arnowli would only inherit through him, their common 
ancestor. Here also, the British authcrities were the following tbe precedent^ 
of Jind; Sarup Singh bad been only given the territory of Gajpat Singh, 
his ancestor. 

Again, the British Government was following the policy it adopted in 
Jind in the matter of acquisitions granted to the Gis-Sutlej Chiefs by Ran jit 
Singh, which, if made after 1809, were returnable to the donor. 

S. Clerk observed to Greathed : ** You will introduce an administration and our 

oooupation of Thanas as far as possible, by means of old officers.of tbe 

Bhai*s Government avoiding all sudden sweeping changes of persons or things, 

.You will guarantee the adjustment of arrecurs due to troops or civil 

establishment.—With regard to the personal estate, including treasure 
which is supposed to be considerable, it should be proper that you should 
apprise the Kaithal ministry that its members will be jointly and severally 
held responsible by the British Government for a true aooount of it *’• 






f 185] 


On the snme day, Clerk wrote to Colonel Bolton, the Officor 
Commanding at Ambala, to furnish Greathed with an e.‘“Cort of 
Native Infantry for the protection of his camp and for sustaining hin 
authority while annexing certain Parganas to the dominions of thf> 
East India Company.^ Clerk had already directed one hundred Sawars 
from Ambala to join Greathed. 

Writinc: to Thomason, Secretary^ to ’ the Government of 
India, on March 16, Clerk mentioned how he hnd written from 
Bilarpur to Greathed a month earlier to march/ to Kaithal in 
anticipation of the death of Bhai Udai Singh and though Greathed ha i 
been called away to Ferozepur, Clerk hof>ed that he would have 
again returned to the vicinity of Kaiihal to be in. a oonvinient p sn- 
tion to execute whattver instructions were given to him. Clerk then 
added that ho had been apprised of the death of the Bhai which had 
occurred in the early hours of the morning on March ;15, 1843. 

Talking of the state of Kaithal, Clerk said that some 
Parganas, yielding an annual revenue of one lakh of rupees, would 
be given to Bhai Oulab Singh, the Chief of Arnowli, as the descen¬ 
dant of Bhai Gurbaksh Singh f the rest of the Parganas including 


1. Clerk to Boltoo, March 13, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 3. . * - ^ 

2. Clark to XhomaBoxi, March J6, 1843, B, N. 158, L. N. 34/ 

3. Vida Despatch of the Court of Directors No. 33 of 1843, dated October 25 

1843 (B. N. 88A, L. N. 16). The relevant ex tracts were; ** On the death 

Without issue of trdal Singh, Bhai or Chief of Kar.hal one of the Principal of 

' the Protected States, his nearest male relation, Bhai Oulab Singh of Arnowli 
was abkhowledged as his successor conformably to the rule which somotsraes 
' - t^o, was laid down for the four Phulktan principalitiee-^Patiala, Jind, Kaithal 
'■■■‘"•'itiMifNibh*. ' " ’ ‘ ' 

In accordance I however, with the decision passed in the state of Jin ) 
. '-lin 1:837, tibe collateral heir of Kaithal has been deemed entitled to eucoeed 

Continued on next page 
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the Pargana ot Ka<thal would escheat to the British QovefntueAt/ 
The rerenue from the lapse would be about four lakh. rup^s per 


Vo^^UHued from page ika ^ , . / , v 

only toM much of the estate as was derivei from the oomtnon ancestor which 
in this case is the emallsr portion yielding ooly . about a lakh of rupee® per 
> ahniun. ' Whatever had beep acquired subsequently ^ the eeparation of .the 
»two Brauohes (which' occurred by the death of Bhai Qurbaksh Singh in 
17C6). has been OCiislderedl an escheat ib the British' (ioveitnineiit except the 
^ . Pargana of, Qujiarzbalt bcmferred on ih^ Chief bfKaitbal'by Hahjit Singh in 
1812^ which is held tq revert to tho Lahore Government.^' ' ‘ 

, . . ..i M» : «*'-• i }•-/!■ ' i • 

* According to Kichaiond« the territory ^iven to tljie Arnowli Sardpr ^as 

only ‘worth Rs. 20fCO6 a year. The Bhai of Arnoerli refused to have the 
1 i ParganaS ^eded to him« contending ** that if his right is good to any part# 
it is goodith the whole territories held by Udai Sihgh.** (B. N^, 88A* L. N. 94). 

Also see, Richmond to Currie. October 14, 1846, B. N. 88A, L, N, 97. 

The ruler of Patiala wrote to K^hipond on ^Septe^bef 1844 supporting 
the claims of Bhai 6ulab Singh of Arnowli to all Kaithal territory, eyei^ tin thy 
* Pargank 6f Qujjnr:nial| which had been returned to Lahore. (B. N. 88A, 

I B. K. 88A, L. N. n, dated March 16, 1843, B. N. 163, L. If. 7. 

The following Parganas wore to escheat to the British GoVernnient i 
KaitbaT, Fatehpur, Pudri, Pohava, Amin, Sotburu, Ohika, Sunsar, Barns, 
Kakrala, Rttlarun, Mahala'^Gobdan, Buda Lada and Fatta Juner. Later on, 
Mahaia-Gobdan, consisting of 23 Villages, waS eiohangbd 'for 38 viliagM of 
Pargana Snffedon cf Jind ^y4-awrence^,<,B. 1^, 88^, LL^N. 92 aud 93, August 
1 and July 29, 1843.) 

^ TIm following Parganas WOT 0 to be given tf)|Bbu Singly ^apwli: 
Babri-^]^hu^oiki, jBe:a*ap, j^udal, Kara asi^ Phannnsu, > Xh9 .Bhajis# Golab 
Singh and Sangai f jngh of Arnowli, were ask^ to taks the. possession of these 
Parganas (B« a^d th^ ^thaf authorities 

to szjpe^ite i^e frADsfer j^ the PMp|^—both 39 tbe„3ri|Msh Ooreminent 
and tba Bhass o!t Arnowli. The Qajjariiial Parganae was returns^, to jl^aha^ 
taja Sher Singh of Lahore \B^ M* 88A, L, N, 90). Clerk wrote specially to 





taamm ; the territory was ditpable of great improvement. It bad been' 
greatly neglected in the reigns of ITdai Singh and his father lal 
Singh; for four yeari, daring trhioh perioid Bhai Odai Singh was ill, 
the people had iMen in many parts in a lawless state. But, added 
Clerk, all this would disappear in course of time. 

As the Phulhian rulers w'erc getting very e soiled and nervdue. 
Clerk thought it prudent to address a letter to the ruler of Putial, 
explaining the Government's attitude towards Kaitba!,* and^ pointing out 


Cotdinued from page M6 « n . 

Tulsi Ram, the Kaithal minister, asking him ** to enjoici all the ‘^uthbrities an 
officers in the several Parganas that tlihy without the least delay aiieml 
to i^hatever direfbtiibns Mr. ‘Greathed may please to give regiurding the 
occupation by the British Government of the parganas alluded to in the 
above order 4aid.affprding,eyei:y aspistanoe... 

(Clerk to Tulsi Ram, March 16, 1848, N, 88A, Li -N. 4), 

Cl^rk to Patiala, ,March I 7 ,, 18^3, 103^ 8, and L. N, I 

March 17, 1843. ' 

■ ■ > I ' ; . . ; . ',1 ’ ' •, > - 1 , 

Talking of the lapse. Clerk remarked ;.In tlio same manner as after 

' • i 1 «J ' t t t i ' ' ' ' ' . * • ' 

the death of Raja Sangat Singn, the British Government after consideration, 
with a View to ptesetVe' the family, a^know'ledged the flights* of ^ the surviving 
desfiendants of Raja Gajpat Singh >to possession belonging to or acquired 
by him,< the acquisition of others as Rhag Singh clown to Sangat Singh, being 
de<^lqred to h^av^ escheated to th^i British Qovernmept, so in this cftse the 
right of Gurbaksh Singh's descendants, that is, of Bhai Bhag Singh 0 ^ 
Amowli proved to whatever territory was possessed by Gurbaksh Singh, and 
the acquisitions of Bhai udai Singh, now belong to the British Government. 
In abort, whatever^belongs to'the ahdOstor of Bhai Ciulab Singh up to Bhai 
' Gurbaksh iSingb, the common'anceitoi^ ‘of bbth the brancheki will'be cbithfinhed 
f • /to Bhai Gul«b> Singh and>rest 1 have directed Mn. .Greathed to ' resume in tbd 
name of the British Government. 

But Karam Singh of Patiala was not satisfied with this view of the 
claims of Bhai Gulab Singh Arnowli, who, according to him, was ** the 
" rightful heir to what Bhai Udai Singh and other Bhais possessed, both before 
and after, the states came under the protection of the English.'That'whs ah^ 
the view of the Raj^ of Jind bqt the Nabh^t. ^aj^.w^as in ffiyptur of t^. qlain^ 
advano^ by the mother and widows of Bhai Udj,i Singh (B* 

LL. N. 118, 118A and 119). 
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how both Jind and Kaithal cases had been treated on siinilet lined* 
Jind continued to exint as a stute because, Gajpat Singh> the 
ancestor of Sarup Singh, had conquered a sufficient portion of 
territory including Jind, while Qurbaksh Singh^s descendant. Bhai 
Gulab Singh of Arnowli, could not get much as most of the principality, 
including Kaithal, had been conquered by the successors of Gurbaksh 
tSiingh. One survived as a state ; the other disappeared from the map* 
The resentment of the Phulkian rulers was as unreasonable as it was 
foolish. It was merely an accident that a large part of the Kaithal 
s^ate became an escheat. Perhaps that could not be avoided, as long as the 
n litlons of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs with the Paramount power rested on the 
old basis. Unless a change was mad© in the relations between the 
two, such cases w’ere bound to arise with unpleasant consequences 
for the Cis-Sutlej rulers. 

The Supreme Government approved of the lapse of Kaithal, 
Clerk being instructed to correspond with the Government of 
^iorth-We8t provinces on all subjects connected with its adminis- 
ration and revenue management^ 

Meanwhile Greathed addr-sstd three letters to Clerk in 
which he detcribed the situation in Kaithal. In the first letter,* 
Greathed, who was in camp at Baascin, said how he had 
proceeded to Kaithal via Malerkotla and Sumana which be had 
r^'Rched on March 23. From Malerkotla, he had sent Clerk’s 
proclamation to the Kaithal ministers, and his own mstructiona 
directing all Tbanedars and subordinates in authority in escheated 
Parganas to acknowledge the rule of the British Government^ like¬ 
wise. he had warned the Bhai^s officials, in charge of the treasure 
and personal effects of the ruler, that they would b© held 
ri'sponsible for the full amount of the trust.* The Kaithal ministers 
met Greathed on the 23rd and conducted him to his tents. They weie 


h Thomwon to Clerk, March 30, 1843, B- N. 122, L. N. 62. 
Greathed to Clerk, March ?4, ISIS, B. 8SA, L, N. 9. 
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acompaaied by the ageafci or Miihteerniih of Patiala, Nabh i and Jind 
rulers who had come to condole with the rel itives of the deceased Bhai 
and to confer with the Kaithal ministers regarding the orders 
of the Government, Grcathed read the order ; one of the Ministers 
Munshi Ghasi Ram, gave the reply. He dilated upon the good services 
of the Rhai's family, the distress into which hia widows and mother' 
were thrown and the impropriety under such cifcumstances of determin- 
ing a (Question which demanded in< 5 uiry and reflection. Greathed refused 
to be drawn into any argument about the righti of succession and 
ref*=^rred them to Clerk’s orders, and gave them a copy of Clerk’s letter 
to Patiala, dated March 17, 1843,' and notified to tbe assembly that 
he had been d puted to carry those orders into effect and that he was 
not prepared to argue about their propriety.* Greathed then demanded 
to be put in the possession of the escheated Parganas and also the 
treasure and personal effects of the late Bhai ; the delay would be 
I)T>*judicial to the interests of the Mai and the widows^ Greathed then 
went on to say* 

** Vpto the moment (5 P. M.)» 1 have received no written or 
verbal answer. The answer I obtain to my queries is that a written 
reply is in the course of preparation. 

I do not perceive any disposition on the pa»‘t of the ministers to 
^’ccommend the mother and widows to conform with your order. 


I. Clerk to Patiala, B. N. 163, L, 9. 

The letter was given in order to explain to the Kaitlial Minister the 
grounds on which Kaithal was being treated as a lapse* 

S. Greathed said about the attitude of the ministers that they would return no 
answer beyond the general phrases that the British Government is supreme and 
they hoped for oonsideration,** 


Crealhed to Clerk, March 1949, B. M* ISA, I*. K. 9. 
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, fiaapeoUn^ that th« representatiTea of the Phuikian rulen. Were 
inciting the Kf^itbal Miniaters to hold on, Greathed aaked them to 
withdraw from Kaithal or they would incur the impreaaion of aup^rting 


•• the contumacy now diaplayed."^ At Clerk’s requisition, Colonel 
Bplton Bent two RlfifsalaB of Cavalry to aoeoznpany Greathed who also 


wrote to Major-General Fast to send two companies of Native Infantry 
to HLaithaJe 


In the second letter,^ Greathed informed Clerk : that he had 
repeated his request to the KaithaJl ministers to be put jn charge of* 
Kaithal, but their reply was that no answer could be given to the 
demand for the space of one months That reply they^ semt through 
Gulzara Sinjgh Vakil; he handed* it over to Greathed who observed to 
Clerk ; It has since been acknowledged by the whole body of ministers 
in my presence, as their united and^ for the present, definite answer/' 


Greathed sent his third letter on March 27 to Clerk. He wrote 
that the Kaithal ministry had taken no steps to transfer the adminifi- 
tration of the state to the British Government and that the agents of 


1. Greathed had sent the names of these agents to Clerk. He also T^rote personally 
to Baja Karam Singh that his agents were inciting the Kaithal authorities to 
hold out. {B. N. 88A, L. N. 13, March 24, 1843)* 

2; Greathed io Clerk, March 26, J1842, B. N* ,88A, L. N. ,10. , ^ ^ 

3. Kaithal authorities to Greathed, March 24* 1843, B. N. 88A*li« K. 11* 

They wrote: *• Our calaimiy is not unknown to you,‘i^et ak yout requisj; 
tions for a reply are urgent* we beg leave to inform you briefly that the funeral 
rites of so great Baja, who died so young, continue for the period of a year; 
but at ail events till t^e expiration of the period of condolence.. . 
us from making any reply.** 
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Patiala, Nabha and Jind were still in E«ithal inspite of his injanotioii 
t9 withdiaw.^ 

AocoMfhg to Qreathed * the thtiee Bitjas Wanted 'that the entires 
principality should go to Bhai (Idlab Singh of Amowli. Mai Sahib Kanr, 
the indther of Udai Singh and Suraj Kaur, his wife, wanted the Oluebhip 
individually or jointlj^, Theie ‘was another candidate Fateh»Jaiig 
Singh) the son bf the late Bhai Meh Singh of Guniba, whom the late 
Bbai desirec^' io adopt. Greathedalso repbrtTed the news of a possible 
compromise by which Bani Suraj Kaur was to adopt the son of 
Bhai Golab Singh of Arnowli and rule jointly' with ' Mai Sahib 
jKunwp during their respectiVe' lives ; aftet their deaths, the Chief 
^ship woidd go to the son of Golab Singh.^ All parties) added 
Greathed, were unit^ in opjkising'the British ifole, Greathed also 
^deputed t^o agents to offer condolence to the Mai and warn her 
against, the nop^co^piianoe of Clerk's orders*^ 


l. B. N. 88A, L. N. 12. Writing to Patiala, Clerk expreasod hia aurpriae that hia 
agenta and thoae of 'Ji&d aad Nahhaabonld .haye yraited on Greathed for dia> 
oaaSiona regarding.the KaithalChiefahip; he Mid that final ordera had been 
given end. aft(er the orders tb^ interference of any one elae in thia partioular wm 
by no meanf neceaaary. Clerk added: ««1 do not perceive the advaktage mf 
^ . your agrata now viaituig Kaitbid ......l^ihe miaaion of the agents to 

been to persuade tbe'lkai Sahib Saui* And Snraj Kaur to obedienof that wo^ 
be no doubt beneficial to their interasta and the Hai would eventually have 
been thankful for your good advice but any advioe with a view to poatpono the 
completion of these arrangements must prove very dis-advantageoua to the 
Mai*s intareat. .,«•** 


(B. N. 88A, L N. ei, March 27,1818). 

^ Greathed to Clerk, March 27,1843, B. N. 88, L, N. 12, 

Greathed did not believe in these propotiia; aa they Were net Oommunioated to 
hini by either party and therefore •* meet ief>ked up8a,ee idle ^d p^nioiaus 
•iQtr%iies tcfaiatiaie.V .r 

^ ^n* ^”** t, the ordm of ClovMiib«« woidd 
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Clerk addressed a letter to Thomason, the Secretary to the 
Gorernment of India, m which he wrote that the KaithaJ ministers 
had not agreed to transfer the administratipn , c{ the state to the 
British Government,^ The minister, Tulsi Ram, wanted tp secure the 
state for Suraj Kaur, the widow of the late Bhaiy and a sister of the 
Raja of Ballabgarh. But, as C^rk pointed out, the widow*s claim 
was disposed of by the opinion ofBbaiLal Singh, the father ofUdai 
Singh, who in 1811 had declared in writing ta Ochterlony that widows 
«were,not entitled to succeed to the Bhaikian Chiefship,^ Clerk wis 
of the 7/iew that the rulers of Patiala, Nabha and Jind would have 
recourse to any means, but that of violence, to prevent any lands 
;eSQheiatiDg to the Supreme Government, and that they were acting 
>0: opposition to the rule laid down in the Jind case. Moreover, 
Patiala was taking the lead in the opposition because of certain bonds 
«‘xecuted by his brother, Ajit Singh, who had borrowed money from 
the late Bhai of Kaithal on the strength of those bonds the Raja was 
afraid that the British Government might enforce their payment. 

In regard to adoption of Fateh-Jang Singh by the late Bhai, Clerk 
was emphatically of the opinion that succession to Chiefshipbyadop- 
.ticn had never been practised by the Sikbs/ He quoted the cases 
of Ind Kunwar of Radaur and the Sardarni of Ambala. The former 
^lid wanted to adopt her grand-son (the son of her daughter 


, 1«. Clerk to Thomapion, March hO, 1S43, B. N. 88A, L. N. 8. 

2, Murray in hie letter to Celebrooke had given the example of five Bfaaikian 
widows whose claims were ignored (B. N. 74, p. 157-88, JTattuary 10^ 1828), 

Clerk said On the'Subjeoi of theme bonds, the, Bhai bad. several times 
. i ?sf^sled tome, end tX was endeavouring to affect sp amioable adj^inent of 
V'- .Abe-'claim/’. >-• ,• 

4. Clerk to Thomason, March 80, 1843, B. ISsMk, t'. N.*8, ind B. N. Isfe; t/N. 37. 
X have discussed tbe point earlier. 



4ti(i the Lad^a Chief) as her successor to the estate of Radaur, but 
Government had refused to sanction the adoption and the estate 
lapsed ; similarly, the latter had also tried to adopt an heir but 
the sanction was not given and her estate had escheated to Government 
after her death.^ If the principle of adoption were accepted by 
Government, it would be deprived from succeeding to an estate, in 
the event of the failure of heirs. 


Clerk was sure that the Kaithal ministers would comply with 
his orders. They wanted to see him or, if possible, and send a 
deputation to meet the Lieutenant-Governor at Agra so that they 
might beseech for "the relinquishment by the British Government of 
its claims, but Clerk declared that all this would be of no use.® 
Meanwhile he requested Government to allow him to call upon Major- 
General Fast to send troops to Kaithal to enforce his orders. 


Thomason conveyed to Clerk the orders of the Governor-General;* 
in accordance with Clerk's wishes Major-General Fast was instructed 
to place such troops at his disposal “ as the resistance of the ministers 
of the late Bhai of Kaithal may render necessary for the purpose of 
enabling the Government to enter upon t he possession of the territory 
which has lapsed to it by his death Clerk was further told " that 
the Government is desirous that in the event of troops being required 


1. Clerk to ThomesoB, Mareh SO, 1843, B. If. 88A| L. K, 8, and B. B. 188, L, N. 37, 

Also See. B. N. 83, L. N. 46. 

2. Clerk said that the Kaithal Minietere felt encouraged by the example of thh 
Jind caee» when such a deputation met with some duooeee at Allahabad* 

3. Thomaaon to Clerk» April 6» 1843» B* K* 133» L. K. 





to large a force should be sent as may preclude the chance of ahy 
collision taking place.'* 


On March 30,* Clerk informed the Kaithal authorities that he 
had asked for troops to deal with them as they continued to madce 
pretext for delay in obeying his orders. He also wrote* to Raja 
Karam Singh of Patiala that his orders had been disobeyed by the 
Kaithal ministers who were being incited by the agents of his state 
and that he was calling troops to enforce his orders. 


Writing to Clerk on March 29, Greathed said that the Kaithal 
ministers, professing to act in obedience to the orde rs of Mai Sahib 
Kunwar, were still adamant in their refusal to acknowledge the 
escheat of the Kaithal state to the British Government.® He a l^n 
suspected that the representatives of the Rajas of Patiala, Nabha and 
Jind were inciting the Kaithal authorities; Greathed thought that 
their object was to “ preserve the Raj of Kaithal entire in the hands 
of a male, that the power and influence of the Phulkian family may 
not be curtailed.” 


1. B. M. 38, L. N. 18, Orders issued to Kaithal authorities. 

S. Clerk to Karattl Singh, March 30, 1843, B. X. 88A, L. X. 1?. 

Clerk wrote : *' ..they in consultation with your Agents present at 

Kaithal have disobeyed these orders and have as yet eviuoed nothing but a 

spirit of opposition or evasion.It is much to be r egretted that your agents 

without my permission should have gone for their own purpose to Kaithal and 
should have taken part in euoh disobedienoe. I now expect that you will refuse 
your iievmieeioB to your agents to Join in the Coun oils of this description”. 


8. Qreethsd to Clerk, B. K. 88A, L. K. 26. 
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Greathed also sent for Tulsi Ram and other ministers and 
warned them that by their conduct, the Mai and the Ranis would 
subject themselves to be shut out from the bounty and care of the 
British Government and left to be provided for by the Bhaie of 
Arnowli,* The ministers as usual were accompanied by ths 
deputies of the three Rajas, though Greathed told them that neither 
they were sent for nor was their presence desirable. 

On March 31, Greathed wrote to Clerk that his warnings had 
produced no effect and that the Kaithal ministry had refused to 
yield to his demand.* 


On April 3,1843,* Greathed delivered to the Kaithal ministers Clerk’s 
orders of March 30, addressed to them, and gave a copy to the 
agents of the three rulers also. The only effect produced was the 
departure of the agents of Patiala and Jind. Greathed also told the 
ministers that if they had the intentions of submitting they should 
come as a deputation at an appoi nted hour, conduct him with his 
escort to the fort and thus give its formal possession. Greathed 
concluded by saying that their silence led him to suppose that they 
would brave the displeasure of ihe Govenment. On 5th* and 7th* 
April, Greathed informed Clerk that the agents of Nabha had also 
left but the Kaithal ministry persevered in withholding obedience 
and that it had not communicated with him since he had delivered 
the last warning. 


Greathed to Clerk, Maroh 20, 1843, B. N. BSA, L. M. 20. 
2. Greathed to Clerk, B. N. 88A, L. N. 27- 
Jt. Greathed to Clepk, & N.88A, L.N. 28. 

4. Oreattwd to aerfc, B. N. 88A, L. N. 28. 

8. Greathed to Clark, B. M. SIA, b. N. 10 



Clerk reported to Ihomason on the 8th April^ that the 
special agents of the three Ra}as had taken their departure whilB 
only the ordinary ones were left at Kaithal. Further, Clerk was 
convinced that Mai Sahib Kanwar and her advisers would not 
not give up Kaithal until they were forced to do so. 


Clerk arrived at Ambala on the 5th April at night «nd 
was met there by two confidential officers—Gulab Singh and Mehteb 
Singh—sent by the Mai. The rest may be told in the words o 
Clerk 


".they came on the part of the Mai with a 

message from her, which they said they could only reveal to me 
’in private; I took them aside and it was this; that she cared no 
thing for the Phulkian Chiefs and would prefer much to any plan 
of theirs regarding the succession, that the Chiefship should remain 
with her and her daughter-in-law during their lives and that in 
consideration of this she would write in a formal manner the 
British her successor and meanwhile pay any amount of “Nazrana" 
in money, either in one large sum or annually, that I might think 
proper. 


I replied that there was nothing in this proposal that ought 
to induce me to delay a moment to adopt the coercive measures 
for which I had come towards Kaithal, yel, as they could by 
their then setting off, send to me by the same hour in the 
following night, the compliance of the Mai with my requisition for 


1. Clerk to Thomaaon, B. N. 22- 

The ordinary agente had been ordered to eonfine tbemeelTee to the forme 
0 / oondotence and to admonitions against the diaobe4ienoe of Clerh's orders 
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the introduction of the British Thanas, I would delay there so 
long. They immediately set out. 


Clerk addressed a letter to Major-general Fast, Commanding, 
Sarhind Division, asking him to move some troops to join him, as 
he was coming to the conclusion that the Kaithal ministry would not 
yield till the arrival of the troops On April 8, he wrote another 
letter to the Major-general, saying that troops may march upon 
Kaithal and ta]^ possession of it and its dependant—Thanas.'** A 
troop of Horse artillery was arriving at Thanesar and Clerk asked 
his permission to take it to Kaithal. Two companies of the 73rd 
Regiment were also reaching Thanesar and he wanted to take them 
also to Kaithal. Clerk said that he himself w^ould be reaching 
Thanesar on his way to Kaithal by the next day. 


1. Clark to Thomason, April 8, 1843, B. N. 88 A, L. N. 22. 

Clerk wrote another letter to Mai Sahib Kunwar and Rani 8uraJ 
Kunwar on April 9, and in which after recapitulating all the preceding 
events, be acousad them of delaying to comply with his instructions inspite of 
bis letter of March 21. He said that be had to requisition troops in order to 
enforce the orders of Government and added that when Sahib Kunwar*! two 
agents had met him at Ambala on the 5th, that even there he bad given 
them to understand that unless they comp- lied with bis orders, the troops 
would actually March ; he had given them twenty-four hours notice but nothing 
had been done by them and the affairs remained in the same state. He concluded 

**.your councillors are involvin gyou in measure that must, if persisted 

in, infallibly render the British Government indisposed to afford you.means 

of o:mfort.your persisting longer in dis-obedienoe will convince me of the 

necessity of using military means to carry into effect my orders. ** 

IB. N. 88A, L. N. 52, April 9, 1843). 

1 Clerk to Fast, April 8 1848, B. N.88A, li* N. 33. 
f piMkto April f 1U$. B. N. WA, % 
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A letter from Greathed dated April 10,^ showed how much 
the situation had deteriorated. Lieutanant Liptrot» Commanding 
the detachment of the 3rd Irregular Cavalry, had examined the 
various outlets of the town of Kaithal. He had placed seven 
pickets of twenty men each at various points to intercept all 
communications between the city and the country. The pickets 
had been ordered not to allow any property or armed men to 
leave the town and to prevent people from entering it; an infantry 
picket had been posted to guard the road in the vicinity of 
the Camp. ^ 

On April 11, 1843,* Clerk reported to Thomason, the clash 
between Greathed's escort and Kaithal insurgents in the following 
words : — 


'‘At 1 A.M. this morning, a horseman came here from 

Kaithal and reported that Mr. Greathed and the escort with 

him consisting of two companies of the 72nd Regiment N.I. and 
two Rissalas of the 3rd Irregular Cavalry, were occupying a ruined 
house outside the town of Kaithal and were, when he left them 
at 4 P.M., surrounded, fired upon and hard prest by a large 

body of insurgents in consequence of a collision between a party 

of Kaithal Sawars with the latter in their execution outside the 
town of the duty of watching and preventing reinforcement coming 
in from the country; that the party attacked was soon reinforced 
by another party sent down from the Camp; but that the Kaithal 
Sawars were joined by so large a body of insurgents from the 
town, that the Irregular Cavalry was unable to maintain its ground, 
that the detachment had lost several men and their camp had 
bean plundered and fired.” 


1. Graaihed to Clark, B. N. 88A, L. N. 33. 

Greathed reported: -the 8th and Sth paaeed over without any 

communication from the Kaithal mlnietry; they waited upon me on the 
evening of the 7th, but offered no proposition of aseent to the aaobaal of the 
Kaithal state**, 

Clerk to Tbomam, B*N. ISA, JU N. 3#, 



Having heard the narrative twice and at last believing it to he 
true. Clerk asked Colonel Palmer, the officer sent by Major-General Fast 
to command the troops, to advance the detachment to Bhore, a village 
belonging to the British and situated near Kaithal. Before the troops 
were preparing to march, a line arrived from Greathed confirming the 
account of the Sawar ; before the troops had advan ced helf a mile, Clerk 
met Greathed, falling back from Kaithal.^ Clerk sent two express 

letters* on the same day.one to Major-General Fast and the other 

to Colonel Bolton, Commanding at Ambala.describing the actual 

collision between Brirish forces and the Kaitbal insurgents. He appealed 
to both of them to send reinforcements ae soon as possible towards 
Kaithal by the high road.* He was also anxious to preseive the safety 
of Ambala where was kept a large treasure and requested Major-General 
Fast to make arrangements* accordingly. Again, Clerk was not in favour 
of withdrawal of troops from the Sutlej as there was the possibility of 
armed Sikh bands crossing frtm the other side of the river. Clerk also 


1. Clerk to Thomason, April 11,1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 32. 

2. Clerk to Bolton, April 11, 1843, B.N.88A. L.N.38. 

Clerk to Fast, April 11, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 36. 

3. It was apparent that Clerk feared an extensive rising and made bis arrange- 
meats aooordingly. That was why be was at auob pains to expedite the mareb 
of troops towards Kaithal so that the rebels there might not have any 
opportunity of getting help wtber from the neighbouring states or from aeros 
the Sutlej. For examplo, writing to Major-General Fast on April 11, 1943 , he 
authorised him to make an immediate call on Meerut or Delhi for troepe and 
requeetod him to keep an eye cn the nei^bouring villages which were 
inhabited by people of evil babite, given to robbery and plunder. (B. M. 83A, 
L-M-Se) . 

4. Clerk to Fast, April 11, 1843. B. N. 88A, L. N. 36. 







wt-ote to Maharaja Sher Singh of Lahore that he would rely on his issU- 
ingsuch urgent orders to Rai Gobind Jas at Ludhiana and Fakir 
Chiragh Din at Ferozepur from controlling the ghats on the Sutlej 
as would prevent the passage of any insurgents across the 
river.i 


Clerk addressed Raja Karam Sing of Patiala on the ilth, told 
him of the outbreak of the insurrection of Kaithal, adding that the 
authorities there had dared oppose the orders of Government and there¬ 
fore deserved a signal punishment.-^ Ho also wrote that the advice of his 
agents had only served to countenance the presumption of the Kaithal 

ministers, remarking in conclusion : .it remains to be seen what 

course of conduct your advice may be leading them. I, however, give 
you warning that at this critical juncture the Chiefs of these states have 
to take many precautions, for what ever may be their conduct, so shall 
they be dealt with* by the Government.'*® He also requested the Raja 
not to allow the Kaithal rebles to pass through his territory and to see 
that his own subjects did not join the insurrection.* When Clerk heard 
that Mohan Singh of Bhadaur had joined the insurgents at Kaithal with 
one hundred Horsemen, he wrote to the Raja again on the 12th asking 
him, as the Bhadauris were his vaSsals, to take suitable action.® 


1. Clerk to Sher Blngh, April 11, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 70. 

Clerk wrote to Chiragh Dih and Qobind Jas, personally also • B.N. 88A» 
LL.N. 65 and 69. 

Clerk to Karam Singh of Patiala, April 11, 1843, B.N. 88A, L.N. 63. 

8. The copies of the letter were forwarded to the rulers of Nabha and Jind alsoi 
the letter, without the warning clause, was sent to the Chiefs of Thanesar, 
Ladwa. Maler* kotla and Atnowli, as these were the states in the neighbour* 
hood. 

4. ibid* B.N 88A, L.N* 04. Clerk wrotet**.as your villages are oontigubus to 

those of Kaithal, your authorities then will be held responsible if any of the 
Kaithal rebels are allowed to pass by those roads through your territory»'^ 

5, Clerk to Karam Singh, April 12, 1843, B.N. 88At L.N«66. 
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Raja Karftm Singh of Patiala thought that things h id taken 
a very serious turn, for vhich he himaelf was perhaps not prepared. 
Writing to Clerk on the 13th, be said that he had learnt with groat 
regret and indignation of the occurrences at Kaithal and that he was 
making every arr.ingement to prtvent his subjects from 
joining the affray and that ho was taking all proper measures 
against the rebels.^ Writing again the sain^' day» the Raja informed 
Clerk that he himself was marching towards Kaithal with his troops 
in order to drive out the rebels from there and hand over the place 
to the British authorities. He also i^aid that Rajas Sarup Singh of Jind 
and Davinder Singh* of Nabha were also marching at the head of 
their troops to co-operate with him in this task.^ 


In regard to the complaint of Clerk against his agents at 
Kaithal, Raja Karara Singh said that his deputies had gone to 
Kaithal on a brotherly visit of condolence. They had tried to per- 
{•uade the Kaithal minbters to obey the orders of Greathed but their 
advice had not been heeded.^ About tne particip ition of the Bhadauris, 
the Raja said that be had, even before the receipt of Clerk's letter, 
sent a welLequipped force to apprehend them as well as to prevent 
the advance of others from Bbadaur or from any other direction 
towards Kaithal.® 


1. Karem t^ingh to Clerk, B. N. 88A, L. N. 76. 

2. Davinder Singh hud succeeded hiu lather Juf}^vaDt Singh in 1840. (B. N. 63, 
L. N. ip.) B. N. 84. L. N. 286, B. N. 132, L. N. 3, 

3. Karam Singh to Clerk, B. N. 88A, L. N. 77. 

Clerk told the agent of Patiala that the rebellion would be put down by 
the British troops and that the Raja should stay near the frontier to intercept 
the rebels in their flight. 

Karam Singh to clerk, April 16, 1843, B. N. 163, L. N. 43. 

4. Karam Singh lo Clerk, April 13, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 7t. 

6. Karam Singh to Clerk, AprU 15, 1843, B. N. 88A, D. K. 79., 
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Clerk was verv much gratified to hear that the Raja of Patiala 
Was proceeding with his troops towards Kaithal and that he had also 
called the Rajas of Jind and Nabha to help the British Government. 
Clerk observed:^ ‘‘These ore indications of your zeal in the service of the 
British Government. I am already aware of your constant attention 
and exertions to aid the British interests. Such indeed are the 
obligations of the state in friendly alliance/' 


Let me once again turn to the affairs in Kaithal. Clerk wrote 
to Major-General Fast that if Kaithal were, to be soon seized, 
the country would in all probability be quieted at pnce.® Writing to 
him again on the 16th, Clerk informed him that the front and town 
ofKsithal had been evacuated on the previous night by the rebels.^ 
He suggested that a wing of a strong Regiment, two Rissalas of 
Cavalry, a brigade of Horse Artillery and Field Battery should 
be kept at Kaithal for a short time. This was fully approved by 
the Governor-QeneraP. He also addressed a note to Major-General 
Lumley, Adjutant-General of the Army, for the information of the 
('Ommander-in-Chief, that he was occupying with Tbanas all (he 
country.* 


Clerk addressed a letter to Thomason on the 14th informing 
him that Colonel Bolton was marching to Fatehabad, about eight 


1. Clerk to Karam Singh, April U, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 71. 

2. Clerk to Fast, April 13, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 37. 

3. Clerk to Fast, B. K. 88A, L. N. 41. 

Clerk said that the presence of the company of the Sappers could be 
utilized in making a road frem Kaithal to Kamal in which he^ would employ 
people of Kaithal **as one of the speediest means of correcting the present 
habits of the robbers in the Jungle*^ This was highly appreciatd by QoVern- 
tnent. 

i, Thomaron to Clerk, Apnl 18, 1843, B. K. 88A, L. N. 44. 

For withdrawal of troops from Kaithal, pleose see B. N. $7, LL. N. 98 
and 118, and B. N. 68, LL. 1^. 49 and 51. 

5. Clerk to Lumley, April 16,1843, 8$A, L. K. 42. 
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rriles < n ibi? side ofKaiihal the next day. The garrison in tbe fort 
of Kaithal consisted of about six hundred men including 150 
Rohillas ; tbe Mai had appealed to the people to rise ‘'enmasse" but 
the appeal had signally failed. With the exception of two villages, 
none c f the zatnindars had responded, although the Mai had promised 
two years' remission of rent and plunder.^ On the contrary. Clerk 
received visits from headmen of a number of villages, near Thitnesar, 
who had come with a message of loyalty for the British Government. 
On the 13th, the principal merchants of Kaithal oime to Clerk to 
exprefes their good will to Government ; the Political Agent asked them 
to supply grain etc. to the British force at Fatehpur, to which they 
willingly agreed. 

f 

In the afternoon, Tulsi Ram, Munshi Bahadur Singh, Jhanda 
Singh and other officers of the Kaithal Government, came to see Clerk 
but he refused to see them. Th n a messenger came fiom Tulsi Ram, 
hut Clerk told him that he was not prepared to hold any communi¬ 
cation till he brought the keys of the fort and the state property 
and the leaders of outrage of the 10th instant in irons.^ Clerk was of 
the opinion that it was a mere ruse to gain time for their garris^m,® 


1, Clerk to Thomason, April 14, 1843. B.N.88A, L.V.38, 

2. Clerk said: **This the messenger informed me they could not do but they soon 
would. To this I replied that the Major-General, Cmmanding the Sirhind 

Divisirn, wou'd-lose no time in taking possesaicn of Kaithal but that if 

at any time before his arriving there, they desired to obtain a hearing from 
me on any subject I had now stated to them distinctly the terms on which 
above such communication would take place-....,’* 

8 Clerk added :’T have adopted every precaution in my power to prevent the 
escape of those man composing the garrison in Kaithal or who were actors in 
the outrage of the lOtb instant, through tbe territories of the protected Chiefs 
to tbe Kortb of the Sutlej.” (B. N. 88A, L. N. 38). 
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Clerk wrote to Thomason another letter on the 15th telling 
him that the force under Colonel Bolton had reached Fatehpur 
safely.' Abundant supplies had been made available for the troops 
by the merchants cf Kaithal. The headmen of the villages, 
through which they passed, came forward to offer their allegiance 
to the British Government. Or. the 16th,® Clerk reported the 
evacuation ot the fort and town of Kaithal adding that he had 
sent some of his native offners to take po.-Bession. Thomason, 
replyirg"^ on the 18th, expressed the satisfaction oi the Governor- 
General in Council at the news and his entire approval of Clerks 
CO duct in the measures adopted which led to ‘'this desirable 

event."* ^ i t 

A regrettable step was taken by Clerk in the Kuithul 

affairs and that was the razing of a village-Mundri- as two sej;oys 

were killed by certain inhabitants of that village. Wiiting to 

Major-General Fast, Clerk suggested the razing ot the village,* 

and the arrest of zamindars, if he (Clerk) could procure sufficient 

evidence against them, w’hich might lead to their being identified 

and convicted of the crime. The razing of the village was not 

approved by the Governor-General who regretted to find hat 

punishment had not been confined to the persons in who;^e houses 

the bloody spear and articles belonging to the sepoys were found.* 


1. Clerk iD Thonaason, B. N. 88A, I.. N, 

2. Clerk to Thomaeon, B. N. 88A, L. N. 40. 

8* Thonai*» 9 on to Clerk, April 18, 1843, B. N. 88A, 1*. N. 46# 

4. Clerk to Fast, April 10, IS43, B. N. 88A, L. N. 46.* 

6. Thomason to Clerk, April 20, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 40. 

Th 0 Gcrernor.G«neral ebierred : The rasing af . viltag. to the ground 

murtnecewnrily bring temporary suffering upon many innocent person and 
while it irritate* all. it may be doubted, whether in a country yrherem housw 

wewmdily built, the msaeurei. null calculated to deter from crime ; «ocat^ 

too «it muct be by troops, it may have a teudency to promote mutual enim y 
Wt«*ea them and the people and to lead to acta of future Violence’' 



This view of the Governor-General was accepted by the Court of 
Directors which also condemned this measure.^ Clerk expreseed his 
regret at the incident but in his defence remarked that he had 
tried to procure evidence to convict the murderers of the British 
sepoys but in vain.^ 1 he villagers were not willing to give any 
help. Moreover, very few inhabitants remained at that time in the 
village I even they were allowed to depart untouched. Mundri, 
added Clerk, was a village infested by robbers and having a lofty 
tower of burnt bricks in the centre ; there were thirty such towers 
in Kaithal and it was his intention to have razed them to the ground 
in order to give to the people in general an immediate feeling of 
security. Clerk had also tried to find evidence to convict some of 
the headmen so as to senten:e them to terms of hard labour on 
the road or to bind down tlie rest in penal sevitude to devote 
tlieir time to agriculture hereafter. To this the Governor-General 
had no objection and Thomason wrote to Clerk accordingly.'^ 


1. Despatch of th** Court of Directors. October 2r», lSi3, U. K, SSA, D. N. 

5i. Clerk to Thomason, April 29, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 84. 

3. Thomason to Clerk, May 4, 1843, B. N, 88A, L. N. 85. 

Tl:K>mason wrote as follows 

“ The Governor-General would not ilisapproVe of the destructioa of the 
lofty towers mentioned by you as existing in as many as 30 villages of the 
Kaithal state nor would there be any ‘^objection to the trial of any of the 
Headmen of these villages of plunderers to their being sentenced, if convicted, 
to hard labour on the roads. 

The Governor-General would hope that these measures of unquestionable 
expediency and justice would have the effect of deterring from the commission 
of crime without involving the risk of inflicting injury on any innocent 
persons.** 
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In the next letter dated April 17,* Clerk reported to Govern¬ 
ment the capture by the troops of Patiala of the ring-leader of 
the revolt. Tek Singh. The story of the capture may be told in the 
words* of the Raja of Patiala ; ‘‘This day at 12, O'Clerk, Vishnu 
Piirohit or family priest of the Mai deputed by herself came over to 
me and stated that Tek Singh, the leader of the insurgents, having taken 
the Mai under his charge and plundered whatever he could lay hands 
upon from the treasury in cash and property of the Kaitbal Government, 
had fled from that town with his armed followers with the intention of 
proceeding to the north of the Sutlej, that the Mai having thus arrived 
at the village Nawas, told the zamindars of his having been disloyal to 
her and requested their assistance in releasing her from his hand, that 
the zamindars had therefore assembled and taken the Mai from him and 
despatched her to Pehowa where she had put up. He furtlu r seated that 
she sent word to him (the Maharaja) that the hostilities against the 
British had never taken place with her consent, tliat her reinonsiranees 
against such measures had not been attended to, that all her attempts 
to come to you had been frustrated, that she had not been able to fulfil 
your orders bee auso those people had not allowed her to do so*.that 


1 . Clerk to ThoTOanon, B.N. 88A, I>.N.oO. 

2. Karam Singh to Clerk, April 16, 1843, B. N. 88A. L. N. 62 

3. Mai Sahib Kunwar in a letter to Clerk (B. N. 88A, L. N, 67) said ; I twice 

or thrice set out to reach you that I might describe my innocence and my 
readiness to deliver to you the keys of the fort...but the insurgents surrounded 
me and brought me back forcibly from outside the town and put me again 
in the fort. The old ministers were also helpless before these insurgents.” 

Clerk believed her account to be true for be said ; ** Her account of 

her intention while latterly in the fort and its frustration by her Sikhs, 1 
believe, are in the main true''. (B. N. SSA, L, N. 50, April 17. 1843). 

The Court of Directors also remarked r .Tbe resistance at first 

passive became ultimately active though there appears good reason to believe 
that the violence which took place was the act rather of the armed retainers 
than of the widows and ministers themselves.*’ (B. N. 88A, L. N, 16). 
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T^k Singh, the Chief of the insurgents, was now proceeding with 
cash and other property to the other side of the Sutlej in progress 
to Chika, Hearing the above statement I immediately detached 100 
sawars to Pehowa to protect the Mai and to prevent her being carried 
by the insurgents in any direction. This also I did with a view to 

induce the Mai to act implicity according to your orders.I have 

despatched tny troops under Bakshi Ghamand Singh to intercept 
Tek Singh and other turbulent characters. 


The actual capture is described by Raja Karam Singh in another 
letter^ to Clerk : — 


**.....at mid-dly it was reported that Tek Singh, the leader 

of the insurgents...was proceeding with 400 Sawars and a few guns, 

t king the Ranis with him to the other side of the Sutlej.and that 

he was returning upon Chika. I then lost no time in detaching 1000 
Sawars and a Battalon of Infantry, under the command of Bakshi 

Ghamand Singh.The Bakshi came upon with Tek Singh at Dh ram 

Biari in the Patiala territory and surrounded him, but hehad got two guns 
with him, these having opened a fire upon my troops.as well as from his 
match-locks ; my troops were all round him. He will, therefore, soon 
be seized with all his followers and property. His escape is completely 
cut off.” 


Writing to Sarfraz Ali, his Agent on attendance on Clerk, the 
Raja said : “.today, Sunday, at noon, Tek Singh was seized and 


K Karam Siagk to Clerks April 15, IS43> Bv K. 16^, L K. 
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sent on to Ambala with two guns and elephants and carts laden with 
property. 


With 1 ek Singh, several other rebels were also apprehended. 
The number of rebels captured was si.xty-eight,* including Tek Singh 
and Bhag Singh. With the former were captured 4 elephants. 2 bra t 
guns, one and a half lakh of rupees, and a grea deal of other property. 
For all his exertions, the Raja was warmly thanked by the Governor- 
General.* 


1. Karsm Singh to Mir Sarfraz Ali, B. N. 88A. L. N. 53 , 

Without the active help of Baja Karam Singh, it would have been 
difficult to capture Tek Singh. When Clerk arrived at Kaithal on the l«tb 
he learnt that nothing was kmwn about Tek Singh. Then he heard of hi» 
apprehension on the 17th, while passing through Chika and when he liad 
reached Dharam Biari (about 4 miles beyond Chika), his being surrounded by 
the Maharaja’s troops and being captured after a short resistance in whicli 
two or three men were killed on either side. 

Bakshi Ghamand Singh, the leader of the Patiala troops, was presented a 
sword of the value of Rs. 1000, while presents worth about Rs. 2000 were 
given to the officials of Patiala and Jind, who had helped in capturing the 
rebels — B. N. 87, L. N. 149. 

2. Clerk to Thomason, April 26, 1813, B. N, 88A, L. X. 68. 

The correct number of the rebels was si sty-one. 

3, Thomason to Clerk, April 21, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 64. 


About the insurrection. Clerk said that dashes of people including Chiefs 
had looked with repugnance on the vicrfenoe which had been done to the 
British party at Kaithal and that he had not been able to discover a single 
act among them denoting any sympathy (B. N. 88A, L. N. 56)- Clerk talk«.? 
m high term, of the rendered by the Chief., eepeoieliy the Newab of 

Kunjpura, who Mot 60 Hormmen (B. N. 88A. U N. 68). TW. faet wm highly 
•ppreowted by the Oovemor-Qeneral, who regarded thdr conduct with much 

MtiefMtion (B. N. 88A. L. N. 88). end .!«> by the Cou t of Director. (B. N. 88A, 
L. N. 16 ^. 
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In regard to the punishment which should be inflicted on Mai 
Sahib Kunwar and Rani Suraj Kunwar» Clerk suggested that they 
should no longer be deemed deserving objects of the consideration of 
the British Government in any form.^ He said that he had thought 
of recommending Rs. 60,000 a year for their maintenance ; the Governor- 
General reduced their allowance to Rs. 60,000; that punishment was 
thought sufficient by the Court of Pirectorst* Of course, TekSiugb 


1. Clejk to Thomason, April 17. 1843. B. N. 88A, L. N, 60. 

- , The Mai and the widow of Udai Singh had taken shelter at Pehowa, a holy 
place with a few personal servants. Clerk sent them a message o^ assurance 
that they could live there without any fear of molestation. (B. N. 88A» 
L. N. 80). 

Maharaja Sher Singh wrote to Clerk expressing a hope that they would 
be considerately treated by the British Government. 

(B. N, 163, L. N. 46, May 22, 1843). 

It was suspected by Clerk that the mother and two widows of 
Udai l^ingh had carried with them 20,000 pieces of gold, valued at three 
to three and a half lakh of rupees. He refused to allow them any main¬ 
tenance until the treasure should be surrendered. The principal widow died 
and Cork suggested, when he was the Lieutenant-Governor, North-West 
Provinces, that the mother be granted a pension of Rs. 20,000, if she 
accounted for the treasure ; if she did not accoept the offer within six 
months, she was to get nothing. All this, of course, was approved by '^overn- 
ihent. The mother denied having carried away the gold emd added that she 
was destitute. Richmond wrote that she and her remaining daughter-in-law 
were living in the bouses of Brahmins in Pehowa and had no ostensible 
means of livelihood except the remains of former wealth. Later on, Clerk 
was willing to give them Pehowa and some land worth Rs. 20,000 a year, 
together with the residence in Hardwar. belonging to Kaithal, provided 
they returned the treasure. However, as Richmond emphasised, it had not bsen 
returned but their olaim to the pension should be considered. 

4B, N. 160, L. N. 67, October 16, 1U4). 

Tkeif mibsefiiient fate is 
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and other Chief rebels deserved a severe sentence, here also the 
Directors remarked : Tek Singh and his principal adher* nts have 
merited a severe penalty which, however, should not be extended be¬ 
yond those who can be considered as leaders”^ 


On April 17, Clerk informed Thomason that he was stationing 
Tbanas throughout the Kaithal territory and that the troops would 
leave Kaithal on the 20th ; but a few detachments were to be kept 
to avoid any repetition ol such trouble.® The Governor-General ex¬ 
pressed great satisfaction at the news.® 

Thus passed away the crisis at Kaithal which now became a 
part of the company's dominions in India. The greatest credit was due 
to Clerk for promptitude, hrmness and tact which he had displayed 
throughout this crisis. But for him and his wise measures, the situa¬ 
tion might have taken an ugly turn. It was in the fitness of the things 


1. Despatoh of tbe Court of Direotore, No. 35 of October 25, 1843, B. N. 88A 
L. N. 16. 

For the trial of the Kaithal accused—Tek Singh and 60 others—please 
see B. N. 158, L. N, 63, (the letter of Xiicbmond, Clerk's successor, to 
Agra Uovernment). Tek Singh was sentenced to transportation for life. 
Kiohmond has dealt very exhaustively with the offences of all the accused* Out 
of 61, c nly 12, including Tek Singh, were sentenced lo long terms of imprison¬ 
ment ; 19 from 7 years, to I year, while the remaning thirty were asked 
to furnish securities for good behaviour for one year. According to 
Richmond, the attack on tbe British detachment was not preme¬ 
ditated but only **an affair cf chance*’. Tek Singh was described as **tbe 
person of most influence ” in Kaithal and tbe chief person ;wbo had insti¬ 
gated Udai Singh’s motbsr to resist the orders of British Government, and 
mainly responsible for not allowing her to proceed to Clerk’s camp. 

Biany of such *rebels* had fled acoross the SutUj to return to their homes 
in Kaithal in 18 

Sfo B.K. 46, Lt4* N. 10 and 43, and B. N. 90, L. N. 
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th*t Thomason should hove convoyed to him the approbation of the 
Qovernor>General for the zeal, energy and ability displayed by him.> 


1. Thomaaonto Clerk, April 30, 1848, B.N. 88A. L. N. 82. 

That was not the end of Kaithal question, as the Court of Direotors 
were anxious to know how the lapsed portion of Kaithal came into the 
possesaion of the anoeatora of Bhai Udai Singh, the last ruler of the state* The 
reply was submitted by Richmond in a lengthy despatch of February 16, 1844 
(B. N. 88A, L. N. 94, p. 129—64). It seemed that the Court of Directors wanted 
the collateral heir to succeed to all the territories possessed by a deceased Chief 
without issue excepting those portions as were conferred by the grant of any 
overeign on the deceased Chief or his ancestor, subsequent to the separation 
of the two branches. As Richmond observed : ** If this principle had been 
adhered toi it is my belief that Bhai Qulab Singh would now have been in 
possession of all the territories held by Bhai Udai Singh, excepting Gujjarmal 
which lapsed to Lahore on the death of the latter.*’ After tracing the early 
history of Kaithal under Bhai Bal Singh, Richmond expressed his cordial 
approval with the suggestion of the Court of Direotors. 

In reply, the Secretary at Agra regretted the tone of Richmond’s lette 
and observed : ** It is to be regretted that doubts have been OMt on a 
measure which was deliberately adopted by the Government of the day and 
regarding which there seems to be no sufficient ground for anticipating any 
change of views ; it is very much to be hoped that the doubts which you saeni 
yourself to have entertained, were not allowed to find currency amongst the 
people so as to shake their confidence in the intentions of the British Govern- 
meat.” (B, N. 88A, L. N. 96). 

He wrote to the Supreme Government thus ** The Lieutenant- 
Governor desires me to observe that the doubt thus thrown upon the 
intentions of the British Government regarding the Kaithal territory cannot 
fail to be most prejudicial to its prosperity. It is only on a full understand¬ 
ing of the final determination of the Supreme Government to retain the 
state that the expensive measures now in progress for the future improvement 
of the province can be warranted. The Lieutenant-Governor, therefore, 
hopes that the resolution of the Government on this importemt point may be 
early communioated to him and that a speedy termination may be put to the 
doubts which the agent now entertains.” (B. N. 88A, p. 388— S4, Maroh 30 
1844). 

The Secretary at Calcutta replied : ”.the expression of his own 

individual opinion by the Governor-Cknerai^s Agent, writing without authority, 
should not induoe the Lieutenant-Governor to entertain any doubt, m to the 

(CaiUinmd m imt pagt) 
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^]or fi. Lawrence was put in charge of the newly lapsed 
territory of KaithalJ Clerk was very anxious to improve the territory 
and therefore gave very useful advice to Lawrence. For example, 
Lawrence was asked to impose light revenue so as to leave the indus¬ 
trious zamindars some capital to be employed for the improvement 
of the land under the ^uperviaion of the Tehsildars ; water-courses were 
to be restored from the Saraswati, Ghaghar and Narkanda ; wells were to 
be sunk ; land was to be reclaimed ; in the villages of bad character, 
the people were to be bond down by bonds to extend their culti¬ 
vation and to harbour no thieves.* The Jagirdars were to be main¬ 
tained in their Jaglrs at present ; later on, an inquiry might be 
instituted to ascertain the nature of grants ; in the event of an out¬ 
break police was to be used in the first instance ; later on military 
might be used, under the orders of the Officer Commanding at Sirhind, 
Finally, Clerk warned Lawrence against doing any thing to outrage 
the feelings of the Hindus in a sacred place like Pehowa as it 


(Continued from page 211) 

adherence of the Governor-General in Council, to the measures already 
adopted and acted upon, with respect to Kaithal, that measure stands 

unaltered, until over-ruled by higher authority.” (B. N. 88A, p. 285, 

April 30, 1344). 

Lawrenoo in his Report on Klaithal defended the action of Government 
in oeoupying the state. (B. N. 88A, p. 341). 

It was in December 1844 that the Bhai of Arnowli was finally told 
that the Court of Directors had rejected his claim to the lapsed territory 
of Kaithal. 

B. N. 88A,L. N. 9U, December 28, 1844. 

1. Thomason to Lawrence, April 20, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 80, 

Richmond to Hamilton, June 24, 1843, B. N. 87, L. N. 207. 

8. Thomason to Lawrence, April 20, 1843, N. 88A, L« N. 80. 

Olerk to Thomason, May 18, 1843, B. N* 87, L. N. 169. 

Thomason to Clerk, May 26, 1843, B. N. 133, L. N. 84. 




Would lead them to draw a comparieon painful to their prejudices 
between their present and past government.'** 

Lawrence wrote a letter to Clerk in which he made certain 
suggestions in regard to his work in Kaiihal.^ Lawrence recommended 
that the three roads leading from Kaithal to Ambala, Thanesar and 

Karnal.as originally recommended by Clerk.should be built 

without delay, the cost would be about Rs. 300 a mile ; the canal out 
from the Saraswati could be opened by spending ab )ut Rs, 2000. 
Lawrence abo wanted Clerk to write to Government to sanction about 
Rs. 50,000, which sum be would utilize in improving drainage, building 
wells and constructing new canals.® The result of this much needed 
measure would be that Kaithal would no longer be a resting place for 
regues and vagabonds of other districts. Lawrence said that robbers 

1. The condition of the Kaithal people was very bad i they were lawless and given 

to robbery and plunder. Writing to Thomason on April 18, Clerk said that 
efforts would have to be made ** to reclaim the people from the habits of viol¬ 
ence, that have prevailed in so many villages of this territory ’’ (B, N. 88A, 

L, N. 63), Writing to Hamilton, the Secretary Agra Government, Clerk reported 
the deplorable state of neglect to which the late Government of Kaithal had for 
same years abandoned the inbabitains. Clerk went on to say : ‘*There are 
villages but there is little or no cultivation. The villagers live for the most 
part cn pluntler. The state of Kaithal generally has for years past, been known 
tome such, that averse as I should be at all times to recommend the British 
Govcinment taking a hand to administer native states for a time only, until 
their restoration in an improved state to native administration. 1 should have 
suggested such a measure here to check a great evil, had not the demise f the 
Chief, without heir, to the jiieater pari of bis possession, been daily expected for 

the se lest six years’S (B.N. 88A,L.N. 83) Within a few years, everything changed 

2. Lawrence to Clerk, May 9, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 87. 

3. Lawrence observed : “It may at first sight seem that 1 am advoca¬ 

ting an unnecessary expense but it is not really so and 1 am 
satisfied that in no part of India, could a present remission of 

revenue be likely to bring a more certain return than at Kaithal, 
if such remission is carefully applied to purchasing seed and 

agricultural implements, to opening out the old wells.digging new 

ones, raising bunds to retain and collect water and digging small 
canals from the several rivers, making roads and restoring decayed 
baaars.** 


Also, see Calcutta Review, Octoher-Deoember 1844, p. 203# 






t *14 1 


would leave the territory and their place would be taken up by 
more industrious persons. He was sure that, by this wise expenditure 
the revenue would be doubled within five years^ 

Clerk wrote to Hamilton on May 12^, and said that the sugges- 
sions of Lawrence should be accepted at once. He, in reply, conveyed 
the approval of the Governor-Genera), who was then in the North- 
West Provinces, to those suggestions ; the two-thousand rupees required 
for th^ r(‘.-opening of the canal from the Saraswati to Kaithal, were 
sactioned, advance w'as to be given to the zaiLindars or village 
communities for buying seed and implements, Knd making other 
improvements in the agricultural lands. The result was that within 
a few years Kaithal became as flourishing as any other well-managed 
British territory. 


1. Lawrence to C'lerk, May 9, 1143, B. N. 88A, L. N, 87. 

2. Cleric to Hamilton, May 12, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 86. 

Clerk added that lie was sending all the prisoners that he 
could (Vt)jn Ambala to work in Ivaithul. 

3. Hamilton to (^Icrk, May 19, 1843, B. N. 88A, L. N. 88. 

He added : “-His Lordship is of opinion that the three lines of 

great roads now in progress. should be so constructed as to admit of 

their being metalled”. 

The correspondence relating to Kaithal is to be found in other books 
also, for example see — 

B.N,168, LL,N. 34, 37, 39, 43, 46, 46, 47, 48. 62. 

B.N. 133, LL.N. 62, 67, 63-66, 73, 76. 

B.N,163, (Vernacular correspondence), LL.N.20 to 43, 

118, 118A; and 119. 

B.N.87, LL.N.145 and 149. 

For improvements in Kaithal, see B.N. 168,L.N.160, B.N,87, L.N.381,and 
B.N.lo9, L.N,21. 

For revenue survey, see B.N.160. LL.N. 5, 6, Ig and 20. B. N.87, L.N. 
403^ B.N.88, L.N.19, and B.N.13$, L,N.67. 
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5. BAOHAT AAD JUBBAL 

Tn November 1842,^ Cierk dealt with the eases of tlie Rajput 
principalities ofBaghatand Jubbal, situated in the Simla Hills. In 
the former, the younger brother of the deceased ruh r was allowed to 
succeed and the lapsed state restored ; Clerk also took the opportunity 
of comparing the Rajput Laws of succession with those of the Sikhs. 
The case of the latter is unique as as its ruler, Puran Chand before his 
death, was said to have signed a deed of abdication. ( lerk refused to 
accept the deed and succeeded in persuading Government to promise the 
estate to the son when he came of age. 

(i) Baghat. Raja Mohinder Singh of Baghat died and his 
estate was declared an escheat as he left no male child. In November 
1842, Vijai Singh, the younger brother of Mohinder Singh and the 
widows of the deceased ruler petitioned the Govern inent and Maddt)ck 
asked Clerk to report upon the petitions. Clerk’s reply was as 
follows — 


1. Clejk received charge of the protected Hill States on October 31, 1842 from the 
Agent to the Lieutenant,-Governor Delhi. (B.N.66, L.N,162). 

2. Clerk to Maddook, November 10, 1842, B. N. 151, L. N. 74. 

As early as July 1839, Torrens had asked Clerk to state his opinion, 
** as to the rule proper to be adopted in the claims of the oollattral 
heirs to Jagirs or estates in the Hill Princes held under Sanad from 
the British Government the latter had also been requested to go fully into 
the general question and asked to explain how for the Jind oase could consti¬ 
tute •• the base of a direct rule of guidance — B. N. 39, L. N. *<0, July 31, 
1839. 

On November 11, 1841, Hamilton, the Secretary to Government, North- 
Wen Provinces, also addressed Clerk on the propriety or otherwise of laying 
down any general rule of oollateral suoosssion in oases like Baghat (B. N, 128, 
L. N. 2C0). ^e also sent a dsspatoh of Metcalfe (B, N. 126» p. 399-402. 

(Contintud on ntxtpago) 
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** Mohinder Singh of Baghat died on January 11. 1839. Hlg 
state was considered as escheat to the British Government. He left a 
brother and he left wives. These claim the restoration of Mohindcr 
Singh's small ohiefchip yielding about Rs. 1600 a year, net revenue. 
There appear to no rival pretensions between these parties, the widows 
advocating the cause of i heir husband's brother. 


[Continued from page 116) 

October 12, 1841), the Agent at Delhi, addressed to Thomason, Secretary to 
to the Government, North-West Provinces relative to a claim advanced by 
the collateral heirs of the late Mohinder Singh of Baghat. Metcalfe was of 
the view that the Paramount Power was at liberty to exercise its own 
judgement in disposing of such claims and that it was not intended that the 
estates should be continued in other than the direct line. He had referred the 
whole question to Colonel Tapp at Sabathu and quoted the opinion of 
Oohterlony that the **foolish and undecided conduct of Rana Mohider Singh at a 
time when his cordial co-operation with the British Government would have 
been duly appreciated, led during his own life-time to the sequestration of the 
greater portion of his possessions Therefore, Metcalfe declared that under 
this view of the case the right of Government to resume the estate was unques- 
tioned. He further remarked ; “It has been shown that by usage in the Hdl 
Provinces, the Par^^mount power possesses the right to exercise its own judg¬ 
ment in resuming or continuing a lapsed Jagir to other than direct heirs. The 
principle admitted, it seems hardly necessary to establish by law any fixed rule 

for future guidance.1 beg to be understood that the principle of Jind 

succession may be made applicable to the Hill provinces, but see no necessity 
for oinding the Supreme Government to this line of procedure by any public 
declaration. If made applicable, no better course can be adopted than to conti¬ 
nue the ancestral possessions ot the nearest male heir and to resume such por* 
tion as may have been acquired by conquest or aggression*’. 

Clark’s view, however, was different. 
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Colonel Tfipp^ in his report on this case (September 11, 18W,) 
terms these Hill States Jagirs and the term has been since applied 
by others. I do not regard them in * the light of Jagirs or the rules 
relating to Jagirs at all applicable to them. Jagir is an assignment 
of part of the revenue of the state, frequently for services to be perform¬ 
ed and is neither alienable nor hereditary. The Hill Chiefships are 
territories conquered by these Chiefs some six centurJes ago; 

invaded by the Gurkh s who in somi cases occupied them.and 

wrested from the Gurkhas by the British, who, privious to making He 
attempt, called upon all the Chiefs, by written proclamations to aid 
in the re overy of their own possessions and finally in restoring them, 
declared the grant to be renewed. I deem that our views towards the 
hills were then one thia^ and our views now a very different one, and 
it is in this inconsistency, caprice and mutability in our opinions, 
regarding all great principles that is the bane of supremacy in India ; 
Colonel Tapp, in advocating the escheat, admits that ** the Hindu 
Law of inheritance holds good in these Hills but this cannot be, 
because the Hindu Law of Inheritance relates only to private proper 

.Colonel Tapp, however, might have said that the general rule 

from time immemorial has been for these Hills Chiefships to descend 
to the nearest of heir. 


!• He was the Political Agent, Simla Hill States, and in his letter to Torrens dated 
September 11, 1839, had declared that the Hindu Law of Inheritance generally 
held good in the Hills; that in the days of the Gurkhas, the lapsed territory was 
given to the nearest of kin, giving instanoes of Mylog, Sirmur, eto. He heid 
remarked : **In all oases where the reigning Chieftain may die without issue, 
the right of the Paramount State to obose a sucoessor has never been ques* 
tioned 


(B.N.138, p. 406.0$;, 
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M, Erskine,^ when called upon for a report on rules of 
inheritance, commences by affirming that the Paramount Power is 
invariably considered to possess the right of exercising its o^n judg¬ 
ment in admitting or rejecting the claims of collateral heirs of State 
or Jagir, where the reigning Chieftain mav have died without legitimate 
issue. It is then inferred that Baghat is a fair unexceptionable 
lapse because “ Mohinder Singh’s conduct in the Gurkha war was 
such as to forfeit all claim to indulgence Clerk further observed : 
“ This reasoning is open to some objections—First, it is not a Jagir ; 

secondly, there are heirs of a degree deemed legitimate.; thirdly, 

Mohinder Singh paid the forfeit of his omissions in the transfer to his 
vigilant, greedy neighbour, of a portion of his ancestral domain, 
estimated at three fourths of the whole,”^ He, in conclusion, said : 
** In the present case, it was not, I conceive, the intention of Sir David 


1. Erskine succeeded Col or el Tapp as the Political Agent, Simla. He Vjad expressed 
his opinion thus: “The Paramount Power is invariably considered to possess 
the right of exercising its own judgment in admitting or rejecting the claim of 
collateral heirs to a state or Jagir when the reigning Chieftain may have d;e 1 
without legitimate issue and this principle appears to have been acuol upon in 
a liberal spirit by the British GovernmeH in favour of such states ... . whos^ 
attacbmexit and fidelity has appeared to merit such a concession According 
to him, the laose of Baghat was “a fair and unexceptional lapse”, as the 
conduct of Mohinder Singh during the Gurkha war was such as to forfeit 
all claims to indulgence. 

(B. N. 128, p. 403-04). 

2. Extract ie given from a despatch of Ochterlonv to Secretary Adams of July 2H, 
1816, in which the former pointed out how false Raja Mohinder Singh had been 
® the British Government, (B, N* 128, p, 406—08), 

Also 800 , Ochterlony to Ross, June 12, 1815. 

Also see, Ochterlony to Ross, B, N. Cl, L. N.d41. 

Also see, Ochterlony to Ross, April 28, 1817, B. N. 61, L. N. 221. 
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Ochterlonj to exclude collateral heirs from succeasion. It was Mobinder 
Singh personally who had been neglectful/'^ 


1. Clerk had nothing good to say about the Hill Chiefs whom he characterised as 
“ extremely ignorant and brutal ** and observed that the proper punishment 
for the paramount state for gross management and oppression would be the 
sequestration of Hill Chieftaincies. He remarked that ho had three Hill States 
under his charge all of wliich were being oppressively ruled by their chiefs 
but pointed out the difficulties in the policy of lapse thus : ** Thus are 

our notions of escheat in respect to the domains of these Chiefs-detrimental 

to this region, by alienating its Chiefs from its people. Those...who have no 
direct heirs, look upon their Chieftaincy as a mere life tenure and those who 
have, are little more at ease, because they fully comprehend that our appro¬ 
priating their estates at all arises not from any fixed ideas but from the 
desire to get all we can under our direct dominion. They consequently 
apprehend that pretexts may be found to further our schemes even when 
lineal heirs exist.** 

Clerk a l«o took the opportunity of comparing the laws of inheritance 
of the Hill Chiefs with those of the Sikhs and made the following obser¬ 
vations i — 

“ I have observed in the Baghat correspondence a confounding together of 
things which hear no anology. What has the decision oi the Jind case or any 
other Sikh inheritance to do with the ancient cu6t<;m8 of these Kajputs? Shortly 
before our connection with the Sikhs, they were mere associations of robbers... 

...without any law but the sword.the customs of the Rajputs are so ancient 

and comprohonsive. that it seems folly or worse for us to dicat-ato rules for 
their inheritance.except in cases between rival parties claiming our arbi¬ 

tration. But after all it is hunting after a shadow to search for laws of 
inheritance to Chiefships here or elsewhere.. ....so fixed as the Government 
desires to obtain ; the inheritance often descended amid anarchy ; the sword, the 

dagger or the prison cup.sometimes varied and determined a euccessioti. 

The Hindu low which is so comprehensive regarding rights in private property 
pre vides not distinctly for ChiefshipSi It is not fair therefore to desire a 
claimant to support bis pretension by adducing fixed laws. We should bo 
content to recognise the^r prescriptive customs of inheritance to arbitrate 

dispassionately between rival claimants, to judge every case.on its own 

merits, abandoning the vain hope of introducing uniformity ...and to prevent 
that minute and ruinous sub-division of landed property which speedily follows 
on our aversion to see native Chiefships maintained in respectability! (B. N, 
164, L. N. 74). 
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In the face of this very strong plea for Vijai Singh, Government 
accepted Clerk’s recommendation. Maddock informed Clerk that Vijai 
Singh was to be restored to the estate of his late brother, and added 
that it should never have been withheld because Mohinder Singh had 
died without any nearer heir.^ Further, Clerk was to introduce the 
new Baghat Chief to the Governor-General at Kasauli on November 21, 
1842.* Writing to Erskine on December 12, 1842,* Clerk requested him 
to pay to the new ruler the revenue collected by Government from the 
time the state lapsed to the date cn vhich it was restored. Erskine 
di d the needful.^ 


1 . Maddock to Clerk, November 18, 1842, B. N. 131, L, N. 127. 

2. It is strange that Maddock in this letter alludes to Vijai Bingh as being 
the deceased ruler of Baghat and Mohinder Singh, as the living brother. 
In reality, it was just the reverse. Mohinder Singh had died and Vejai 
Singh was alive and the estate was restored to Vijai Singh and not to 
Mohinder Singh. 

3. Clerk to Erskine, December 12, 1842, B. N. 86, L, N. 668. 

4* Erskine to Clerk, Droember 16, 1842, B. N. 50, L. N. 49. 

With the state of Baghat was also Kasauli, which Government 
wanted to keep. Vijai Singh was quite agreeable to giving it as Nazrana, 
but Government paid him Rs. 5000 for it (B, N. 131, L. N. 127). 

See also : 

\ 

Clerk to Erskine, Deoembor 24, 1842, B. N. 86, L. N. 672, 

Clerk to Erskine, December 27, 1842, B» N. 86, L. N. 674. 

On May 19, 1843, Clerk asked Erskine to bestow a Khilat on the 
new ruler of a value not exceeding Rs. 300. (B. N, 87, L. N. 170)* Erskine 
had asked Clerk's permission to present a Khilat worth Rs. 1200. (B. N. 60, 
L.N.70): 



[ 221 ] 


(it) JUBBAL. 

It was in a letter to Thomason of May 16, 184 1 Clerk 

referred to the Jubbal case in these words ^ 


** In November last, the Governor-General pnt into my hand 
a petition, purporting to be from the widows and the son (a minor) 

of the late Rana Piiran Chand of Jubbal.and directed me to report 

upon the case.Some of the people of Jubbal accompanied by some 

of the heads of villages, visited Simla about a year ago and clamor¬ 
ously demanded of the Officiating Political Agent to restore the minor 
Chief. 1 do not regard this cirumstance as any indication of the real 
feelings of the people. It was more probably a trick of the Wazirs and 
their partisans. 

* 

I had wished to visit Jubbal before finally reporting on this case. 
For this purpose I set. out at the end of March but Kaithal affairs re¬ 
called me, I was again on my way thither last week to meet Mr. 

Erskine there, but my health.not quite equal to it, I have turned 

to Simla. Here I have seen Mr. Erskine and returned 
yesterday. 


I beg now to submit for the consideration of His Lordship the 

opinion of Mr. Erskine regarding this case of Jubbal.the mode of 

present adjustment devised by Mr. Erskine in transferring at once to 
the direct management of the young ChiePs mother, the portion of the 
territory always held for a Chief’s support, is the most appropriate. The 
child is now in Lis ninth year, When eighteen, if he proves eligible to 
the charge, tne whole territory.should be transferred to him. If he 


1. Clerk to Thomason, May 16, 1843. B. N, 158, L« N. 55, 
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is not then eligible, be never will be and should become a pensioner of 
the British Government. 


Jagirs can be assigned for the other widows as suggested bj Mr. 
Erskineout of the main portion of the territory. 


I conceive that the Paramount State has a better right and 
would be better, generally, in being prompt to dispo^se^s or to exalt 
chiefs, for incapacity oi for good governing qualities, than in losing time 
in nice discussions of rules of inheritance. 


But in the present case the British Government retains a pecu¬ 
liar discretion in the disposal of the territory, owing to the transacticHi 
called the abdication of the late liana. 


This act of Rana Puran Clumd has been a good deal diBCUSsed 
hy the British authorities. Some h ivo considered it bonafide abdication, 
tithers have thought that the terms of the document announcing his 

determination do not.. while some consider that whatever may have 

been said no Rana could ever intend to abdicate in our sense of the 

term.I can conceive Puran Chand, beset as he was by his sovereign 

Wazirs to have been at the time similarly indifferent as- to the future 
late of his country. But it is not for the Supreme Government, I think, 
to avail itself prematurely of these reckless offers ; but in the first 
instance and for once by the use of its advice and influence to put a 
chiel so situated straight with his ministers or his creditors or his people 
as the case may be^.1 have.applied myself to remove the embaras* 


1 . Clerk depicts in these words the real principle, which should guide a suzeram 
power in its attitude towards its vassala. 
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wnt of llie Thief and forborne to expose them to my Government. And 
thus I am disposed to estimate the character of the late Rana's act of 

secession.on the part of the local British authorities, there should 

perhaps have been less satisfnetion and promptitude evinced in closing 
with such an offer and rather* more exertion made to emancipate the 
Rana from the thraldom in which his Wazir held him ”, 


Thomason replied that the Governor-General concurred with 
Glerk in the course he proposed to adopt with respect to JubbaU So 
Clerk was responsible for ultimately icsicring the son to his 
patrimony. 


♦ 

Kailhal was the last state to esche.it duting Clerk’s term of 
office. In the foregoing pages, the main cousideration underlying the 
Government’s action in the application t»f the doctrine of lapse” 

.that as it did not receive any tribute from the Cis-Sutlej princes, 

it could only recompense itself by occupying the territories of the heir- 

less when they deceased.is clearly established. In most of the 

cases the lapse was j)erfectly legitimate in terms of this eom-ideration ; 


I. Thomason to Clerk, May 25> 1843, B. N. 133, L, K. 83. 

Both the widows of Rana Puran Chand were given Rb. 300 a year each 
while arrangements were made for the management of the estate in the 
minority of the child. 

Richmond to Thornton, January 1, 1844, B, N. 159, L. N, 4. 

Richmond to Thornton, August 16, 1844, B. N, iBO, L. N, 32. 

Shakespeare to Broodfoot, December 12, 1844, B. K. 136, L, K, 131. 
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the last holders of estates did not leave any direct heirs.a daughter's 

children being excluded from succession. Further, Clerk's own atti¬ 
tude towards this important question has become intelligible. He was 
not actuated by mere greed of territory but by honest belief that the 
people, too, would benefit by coming directly under British Control. 
Another noteworthy fe turo is that Clerk’s correspondence on the sub¬ 
ject of lapse helped the Supreme Government in • enunciating its policy 
with definiteness and claiity. The nearest male claimant would b^ 
*^llowed to succeed and the lapsed territory would be returned if 
Government frit convinced by the genuineness of his claims, e gr., in 
cases of Gaukpur, Mustafabod, and Baghat. Again, a collateral could 
succeed to that part of the principality only which belonged to the 

ancestor from whom he derived his title.the succession of Sarup 

Singh to the diminishi d f^tate of Jind and tlui return of some Kaithal 
territory to Bhai Gulab Singh of Arnowli illustrate this point. 
Ferozepur might have been returned to Jhanda Singh and Chanda 
Singh In conformity with this principle but in this particular case, 

other consideration prevailed.its great strategic importance. Jamiyat 

Singh of Thanesar had no collaterals to claim his estate. Baghat was 
restored to the younger brother. 



CHAPTER IV 


Disputes between different Co-parceners or the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs and their 
feudal dependants. 

I proceed to discu^ts in this chapter the disputes arising, 
during the period of Clerk's agency, either between different 

co-parceners or the four big Chiefs.the rulers of Patiala, Jind, 

Nabha and Raithal.and other Sardars on one side and sev^eral 

of their feudatory Chieftains on the other.^ The JBritish Govern¬ 
ment, by virtue of its paramountcy over them all, assumed the 
role of arbiter, the Agent at ambala and the Agent at Delhi, 
actually representing the appellate authority. Pinal reference of 
course lay with the Governor-Genera] but his intervention occurred 
only in a few cases of exceptional importance Threats of using 
force and even actual use of it to enforce decisions were at times 
found necessary against the minor Chieftains if they did not abide 
by the British decisions. Accordingly, a small military force was 
kept at Ambala under the authority of the Agent there. 

There hod been constant unrest in the Cis-Sutlej region before 
the Proclamation of 1809.* Therefore that proclamation confirmed 


1. There were three well-known divisions of Chiefs: 

(a) Mistaldars or equals ; (b) Tabedars or dependants ; (c) Jagirdars or 
persons holding lands in Jagir, that is, on terms of military service. 

2 , A historical commentator has thus described the condition of the Cis- 
Sutlej Sikhs*. **A people so thrown together bed no elements of cohesion; uni¬ 
versal independence left no room for obedience; equality of rank excluded the 
possibility of subordination. Common danger might unite them for a time; 
but that over, each man became a king as far as he could make his arm felt. It 
was quite as common for the Sikhs to draw their swords upon each other as 

upon the common foe.Such was the normal state of things in those days..... 

Jealousies, recriminations and feuds ruined their strenghtb ..... they never 
were or could be a united people .. .. Malcolm tells \ts that in 1806 every 
shadow of that concord, which once formed the strength of the Sikh nation, 
seemed to be extinguished,’’Calcutta Review, VobblTI,P.261, 1871. 
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by one of 1811, had required the Chiefs to avoid mutual warfare 
and as far as possible adjust their differences peacefully. But 
these had little or no effect, and the years from 1809 to 1815 
bad proved so full of dissensions among them as to keep the 
Agents at Ambala and Delhi fully occupied in settling them. The 
records of the time bear witness to their earnest efforts in this 
direction, and ** teem with reference to the difficult enquiries neces¬ 
sitated by the frequent disputes among the principalities by their 
preposterous attempts to evade control and by acts of extortion 
and violent crime in their dealings with the villages,*'^ In fact, 
the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs, big and small, have had no time to develop 
politically, and the most lawless and unscrupulous among them had 
often succeeded in grabbing territory. They ignored all ideas of 
moderation or restraint, and on the slightest pretext, flew at each 
other s throats. Again, their ill-defined boundaries constantly raised 
disputes which they never could settle among themselves, but always 
necessitated intervention by the Agent. Cunningham has wisely 
observed:* "Both in considering the relation of the Chiefs to one 
another and their relation collectively to the British Government, 
too little regard was perhaps paid to the peculiar circumstances 
of the Sikh people. They were in a state of progression among 
races as barbarous as themselves, when suddenly the collossal power 
of England arrested them and required the exercise of political 
moderation and the practice of a just morality from me n ignorant 
alike of despotic control and of regulated freedom.” 


Clerk had to interfere in the following disputes :— 

(1) Between the Raja of Hindur and the Singhpuria Chiefs. 


1. Qriffin, Chiefs end Families of Note in the Punjab, Vol. 1, p.56. He observed i 

<«Year by year Government was driven in self-defence to tighten the rein and 
erety opportunity was takes to strength^ its bold on lbs cousitry*' • 


2. Ommingbom, p«144. 



(2) Between the Co-parceners in Bubbeat. 

(3) Between the Raja of Patiala and Badaur. 

(4) Between Patiala and Nabha rulers and the Mabarajkian 
Sikhs. 

(6) Between the Patiala ruler and Fateh Singh Ahluwalia on 
one side and the Jabhu-Majra Sikhs on the other. 

(6) Between Patiala and Nand Singh of Chamkoyan or 
Cbandkoyan. 

(7) Between Patiala and the Jhurruk zamindars. 

(3) Between the Patiala and Kaithal Chiefs and Mehar 
Singh of Jumba. 

(9) Between Patiala and the Cfaulian Sikhs. 

(10) Between Kaithal and Charat Singh of Dhansita. 

(11) Between the Bhai cf Kaithal and Barwalia Sikhs. 

(12) Between Nabha ruler and the Ludran and the Sonti 
Sikhs. 

(13) Between Jind and Bala wall Sikhs. 

(14) Between Fateh Singh AhluwaUa and Sardarni Sukh.m. 

(16) Between Fateh Sirgh Ahluwalia and Maha Singh Barogia. 

(16) Between Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and Gulab Singh and 
Karam Singh of Achuair. 

(17) Between Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and Atal Singh. 

(18) Between Ajit Singh Ladwa and the Lilokheri Sardars. 

(19) Between Gulab Singh Shahid and the Subga Sikhs. 

(20) Between Gopal Singh Singhpuria and Bahadur Singh. 

(21) Between Gopal Singh Singhpuria and Jassa Singh of 
Baidwan. 

|S2) Be^'ifeen Sardarni Sahib Kunwar and Wazir Khan. 

<23) BfSfween the Sodhis of Anwdpur. 

(24) Between the Malerkotla Chief and Bahmat AU Khan. 
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(25) Between Patiala and Fateh Singh. 

(26) Between the Pathan and the Sikh Co-parceners in Indri.' 


(1) Dsiputes between Co-parceners in Bubbeal. 

In 1833, Clerk forwarded to Fraser, a petition of the female 
co-parceners of Bubbeal, consisting of twenty-nine villages in Ambala 
district.^ He traced the history of Bubbeal from its first occupa¬ 
tion by Majja Singh and then by his brother Dya Singh who owned 
it till 1808 when he alloted its revenues without any partition of 
its lands. Dya Singh reserved to himself two-fifths of the produce, 

gave his younger brother also two-fifths and alloted one-fifth to 
his nephew Karam Singh, the son of his deceased sister. But 
Dya Singli retained a controlling voice in the management of the 
Patti. 


The share of Dya Singh descended to his grand-son, Harnam 
Singh, who was in its possession ; Hakumat Singh, the younger 
brother, died childless but left two widows—Dharam Kunwar and 
Rajinda...,..who still possessed his two-fifths share in equal propor¬ 
tion. Karam Singh also died leaving his two widows without 
children and they inherited his one-fifth share equally; Mai Pardhan, 
the elder widow, had died three years earlier and her share inherited 
by the other surviving widow, whose name was also Rajinda, Thus 
there were three female co-parceners. Rajinda the second was 
about to die and Clerk was anxious to have the instructions of 
Fraser about the disposal of her share.2 


1 . Out of thoBo 26 disputes, I shall be dealing with seven more important ones 

in the body of this Chapter, while the rest would bo treated in Appendix Ko*l, 
Chapter IV, page 

1 . Clerk to Fraser, August 2, 1833, B.N.79, L.N.64. 


2 . Ibid. 
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The three widows wanted a partition of Bubbeal in the 
proportion of their respective shares. They were offended by, and 
felt jealous of, Harnam Singh, who was trying to assume a superior 
degree of control and management of the Patti. Their desire was 
that their shares in the Patti, after their death, should be annexed 
to Ambala. But Harnam Singh wanted that their shares should 
be given back to him and not treated as escheat. He claimed 
that Lis grand-father had maintained and handed down to him a 
subordinate chieftainship, to which the shares of the co-parceners 
ought to revert. 1 he widows denied the existence of any chief in 
the Patti and thought themselves as co-equal to Harnam Singh 
in rank. 


Clerk felt that the Sikh law was net ap})licable in the 
dispute, nor could it be solved by the application of the Hindu 
law, as under it the widows could not have inherited all they 
possessed. 


In 1834, he again made his comments an the petition of 
Dharam Kanwar, the widow of Hakumat Singh. She desired to 
have her interest in Bubbeal, declared a separate portion.^ Clerk 
thought the proposition reasonable and consistent with the usages 
of Pattidars in the other sactions of Ambala. But Harnam Singh 
denied the claim of the widow to any portion of the Patti 
independent of his control. Both parties were called upon to 
produce evidence in support of their contentions. Harnam Singh 
represented that it had been customary with the British authorities 
to address his grand-father, Dya Singh, the few orders which were 
issued regarding the affairs of Bubbeal previous to 1817. The 
Sardarnis referred to the declaration of the leading zamindars and 
their uniform resistance to, and non-fulfilment of, the various orders, 
issued to them subsequent to the demise of Dya Singh in 1818 to 
turnish out of their shares a proportion of their revenues for the 
Sardari expenses of Harnam Singh. 


1. Otork to Frassr, July 16, 1884, B.N.80, L.N.88. 



mo:i 


Clerk went on to observe that the only relevant proceeding 
was of the ti ne of Captain Birch (1818) when he decreed an equal 
partition between Dharam Kunwar and Rajinda of their husbands' 
property in dispute between them which Dya Singh had neglected 
to settle as ordered. With respect to the refusal of the widows 
to maintain a Chiefship, Clerk stated that the claim was first 
advanced by Harnam Singh in 1821, when Birch called for his 
statement of what he was entitled to on this account. This wan 
given, though the other co-parcenera protested against this aw^rd 
but were warned by Birch not to withhold their contributions to 
the Sardari charges. 

Clerk stated that the rights reserved by Dya Singh were 
not clear, as the evidence wae contradictory and unsatisfactory. It 
was true that Dya Singh was the person addressed by the Birtish 
Functionaries but the occasions were very few and the"^ proper 
rights of several parties were at that time very imperfectly known. 
According to Clerk, the claim of Harnam Singh to Chiefship was 
an anomaly, although he distinguished the Bubbeal Pattis from 
other Pattis, on the score of its co-parceners having been of one 
family and therefore the succession of property in the lands 
should be placed on a different footing. But as Clerk pointed out, 
the widows inherited the entire estates of their husbands on 
their deaths, which they could not have done according to Hindu 
law, but on the supposition of its having been already separated 
from the once entire estate. 
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In another letter,^ Clerk again discussed the position of 
Harnam Singh Who could not be on the same footing as the Sikh 
Chiefs because he was just like the other Pattidars of Ambala. 
In all such Pattis, the Political Agent was in charge of police and 
revenue. Meanwhile, Fraser had recommended that the desire of 
the widows should be complied with. Clerk agreed with the decision 

and wrote : .Nor does there appear to me any good reason for 

admitting th" distinction which Harnam Singh wishes to make to 
the detriment of the Supreme Government to which should escheat, 
as they escheated to our Sikh predecessors all such shares on the 
demise of the holders without heirs. " 


According to Clerk, the assumption of the privileges of a 
Chiefship hy Harnam Singh was inconsistent with the rights of 
the widows ; he had failed to establish his rights to assume any 
such superior-ship which had been denied uniformly by the widows. 


Fraser's reply was received early in January, 1836. It wars 
that Harnam Singh's claim to exercise authority over the co-shares 
of the Patti of Bubbeal was rejected and the co-sharing widows 
and the others were tj ba put in possession of their properties 


1. Clerk to Fraser, October 27, 1834, B.N.80, L.N.187. 

That was in reply to a despatch of Fraser who quoted the opinion of the 
Goirernor-General. His Lordship was of the view that if Hubbeal was under 
the control or Harnam Singh, who was responsible for its tranqnilility, then 
there should be no weakening of hia authority. If the estate was under the 
dtraoi control of the Political Agent, the Governor-General was willing to 
consider it as an ordinary eamindari tenure liable to be partitioned at the 
pleaeure of any of the co-parceaers, failing ihe lawful heirs of whom the 
portions so separated should lapse to Government, 

About Harnam Singh’s claim to Chiefship, the Governor-General held 
that it was a distinct question to be detenained aocording to the best evidence 
proourable, 

irtamt to Clerk, Oototo 3, 1834, B. N. 34, L. N, 60A. 

Haoaaghten to Fraser, August 29, 1834, B, N. 34, p. 395-98. 
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ndependent of him.all subject to Clerk's control Their heir¬ 

less estates were to lapse to Government on their death.^ 

(2) Disputes betweent he MaharaJkian Sikhs and the Ruler of 
Patiala and Nabha. 

The MaharaJkian villages were twenty-two in number, situated 
about 90 miles w ^st of Ambala ; their area was approximatly 40,000 acres 
and the population about 40,000 souls. The forefathers of Phul were the 
founders of these villages, which were named after a zamlndar called 
Maharaj, tlu: fifth in ascent from Phul.* They were such great lovers of 
freedom that they would not brock the domination of any of the Phulkian 
Chiefs. In fact their villages formed an independent republic and 
their internal affairs were regulated by the Panchayat or 
Council of each village. In a society so strongly constituted 
breaches of the peace and excess of crime were of frequent occurrence 
and the authority of the Panches or Heads where all considered 
themselves to be on level was little respected.* The Maharajkian 
had their disputes decided by a mediator belonging to any of the 
Phulkian Chiefships but without surrendering their freedom of 
action. 


1. Fraser to Clerk, January 10, 1836, B.N.36 ,L.N.3. 

Maosween to Fraser, December 27, 1834, B.N.35.p.l5. 

2. B.N.32, L.N.76A, September 32, 1832 ; Copy of a note prepared by Trevelyan, 
Deputy Secretary. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, August 31, 1836, B.N.82, L.N. 146. 

Griffin says that the villages wore founded by the grand-father of Phul. 

By the advice of Guru Har-Gobind, he founded the village Mehraj or Maharaj- 
naming it after his great grand-father, Maharaj. From this village, twenty-two 
others have been peopled known as the Maharajkian Villages ; and *the jagir- 
da’’s inhabiting them are known as the Maharajkian Sikhs. (The Baj as of the 
Punjab, p 6) . 

3. BtN.32, L.N. 76A. Tne Court of Directors in their despatch No.3l of May 16, 
1838, remarked : ** ...,lt is not surprising that a Government by an elective 
body of 56 headmen, all claiming equality, should not work perfectly well,. 
<B.N.38, L.N.0O) . 
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After being relieved of the control of the Mohammadan Empire, 
into whose treasury thev paid their revenues, the Maharajkian 
Sikhs were bereft of a controlling hand. Several secured the help 
6f Patiala in their disputes, some of Nabha and some others 
of Jind. The result was that the Maharajkian villages became the 
battle ground for the troops of the three Phulkian states.^ All 

this made the lot of the Maharajkian Sikhs most unenviable.* In 

February, 1824, they executed a voluntary deed at Ambala placing 
their affairs into the hands of Patiala.* This excited the jealousy 
of the Nabha ruler who intrigued against Patiala and by the beginn- 
uig of 1826, their condition was as unsatisfactory as ever. In February 
1829, Colebrooko, tlie Resident at Delhi, declared that the Maharajkians 
were indi^putably independent of Patiala, Nabha and Jind and had 
been acknowledged to be so by Ochterlony when they entered into 

the engagement of February 10, 1824, and as that arrangement had 

been encroached upon by the Patiala and Nabha Rajas in their 
S' hemts of mutual annoyance the zamindars were at full liberty 
to exercise their independence in the formation of a new arrange¬ 
ment.* Murray was directed to take the sense of the Headmen 
and of all the influential men in each of these villages which of 
the three families of Patiala, Nabha or Jind they chose to bo 
superintended by or whether they would prefer independence under 


1. As Murray obssrved : « The three States-are influenced solely by motives 

of sdf-ifiterest and self-importaiiee void of all Jaudabls oonsideratioo for 
the welfare of the inhabitants and regardless ot the prosperity the 
common domain (B, N. 77, L. N. 33). 

2, Clerk to Metcalfe, August 31, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 145. 

Earlier, C. Metcalfe, the Resident, had written to Murray that each 
village was to choose its own Chief and that the old relations were to continue, 
(B. N. 26, L. N. 88, May 6, 1826). 

3, B. N. S2. L.N,76A. 

4, Ihid. Earlier, Murray had asked the Nabha and Patiala rulers to withdraw 
thek troops (a N, 76, L. K. 286b 
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British protection.”* He made an attempt to ascertain the sense 
of the leading men and a majority of twenty declared in favour 
of Patiala.* His impression was that the popular voice was in 
favour of the superintendence of the local British functionary,* 
to the exclusion of Patiala, Jind, and Nabha.* But he knew that 
there were insuperable difficulties to the direct interference of the 
Agent at Ambala, particularly so when the villages were situated 
at such a great distance and were divided from Ambala by indepen¬ 
dent principalities. Therefore he recommended that all the villages 
should be placed under Patiala or full freedom should be given to 
each village to select one of the states as its protector.® 


1. Golebrooke wa.s against the double authority to be exercised by Patiala and 
Nabha and said that if each village were to be allowed to place itself under the 
separate portion of Patiala, Nabha and Jind, the community might in fact be 
said to be dissolved* 

Colebrooke to Murray. February 16, 1829^ B. N* 29, L. N. 36. 

2. Murray to Martin, May 23, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N, 33. 

3. Martin, the Besident at Delhi, was ready to take the Maharajkians iin <or 

Biitiirh control.of course, with their consent. (B, N. 31, L, N, 23, May 5. 

1831). 


4. B. N. 32, h. N* 76A.Murray had stated in April, 1831, as follows i— 

1 am dispoaed to think the happiness of the people and the general 
tranquillity of these villages will be beet consulted by having one and 
supreme controlling authority to which all can appeal for the investigation 
and settlement of their rights, and for the counteraction of grievous wrong.'* 

Also see, B. N. 77, L. N. 16. 


6. Murray expressed himself against the double or triple rule and in favour 
of **one supreme controlling authority,** preferably that of Patiala ** under 
the express stipulations that no armed retainers to be at any time introduced 
into or any emoluments of superintendence in cash or grain either direct or 
indirect be drawn from the Maharajkian villages.** Ibid, 

Also see, Murray to Martin, May 23, 1831» B. N* 17, L. N 33. j 
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This brings us to the days of Clerk, In 1831/ he wrote 
to Martin, suggesting '*tlie expediency of some decision in the 
pretensions now urged by the principal rulers descended from the 
house of Phul to exercise a control over this community." He said 
that he had conversations with the agents of the Patiala and Nabha 
rulers about the control over the Maharajkians and was struck by ‘^the 
inveterate and rankling hatred" they bore to each other. He felt, 
like Murray, that their divided authority would seem to be ""one 
of the least desirable modes of adjusting the question.*'* 


Clerk then observed that Patiala, Nabha and Jind had 
equal claims on the Maharajkian but it would ‘"be deemed most expedi* 
ent to prefer the surveillance of Patiala in consideration of its superior 

means and.disposition to maintain that salutary influence which 

the affairs of the Maharajkian stand so much in need of."® He 
favoured a limited control to be exercised by Patiala and for a 

definite and limited period only.say, five years. After the lapse 

of that period, if the arrangement proved harmful to the Maharajkians, 
Government would take the management into its own hands. Such 
an arrangement, in Clerk's opinion, would make the Raja follow 
a very conciliatory policy towards them which would render the 


U Clerk to Martin* September 3, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 60. 

2. There had been disputes between the two from the times of Biroh. (B. N. 66, 
LL* N. 100 and 104, November 22, and December 9, 1820). Murray too had 
reported that there was great rivalry between Rajas Karam Singh of Patiala 
and Jaswant Singh of Nabha. The latter at times despatohed his troops to the 
Maharajkian villages seised and carried the xamindars and was always trying to 
<<rouse the smothered flame of internid strife*'......(B. N. 77, L. N. 33) • 

3, Clerk to Martin, September 3, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N* 60. 

Clerk paid a tribute to Murray's work. 
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Maharajkians at the expiration of such period little desirous of 
seeking the interference of any other authority.* 


The reply of the Resident at Delhi, respecting the most 
eligible method of administering the future Oevernment of the 
Maharajkian community, fully approved Clerk's suggestion.* He also 
f^tvoured imposing restrictions (as contemplated by Murray) which 
were necessary conditions of the proposed arrangement, in order 
to ensure beneficient results. He asked Clerk to make simple rules 
for the purpose of good government, with the help of the Jeaders 
of the Maharajkian community, to guide the Raja of Patiala as 
might be consistent with the maintenance of internal tranquillity 
and witli the security of the lives and properties of the inhabitants 
of the villages to be placed under his control. 


It was only to be expected that the Raja of Nabha would 
not relish his rival being given the management of the Maharajkians. 
Therfore, before the transfer of the villages coold be effected, he 
made a complaint.* Clerk remarked : "The deep-rooted jealousy and 
enmity of the Raja of Nabha towards the state of Patiala have 
ever been such that it was to be expected he would on this 
occasion prefer any mode of mis-governing the Maharajkian 


1. Clerk waa not afraid of the control being abused by the Raja of Tatiala, for be 
remarked : **..«. I am aware, however, that the greater power of that govern¬ 
ment may be said also to afford greater apprehension of abuse of this trust, 
but it strikes me that the manner in which Patiala has hitherto preserved his 

^ relations with this community admit of a reasonable expectation that a more 
satisfactory result would attend his obtaining a limited control over them * 

2. Martin to Clerk, September 19,1841, B. N. 31, L. N. 54. 

3. Clerk to Martin, January 29, 1832, N. 73, L. N. 7. 
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oonimuaity to that of establishing their affairs on the proposed 
footing, which conveys on the part of the British Government an 
acknowledgment o! superior means, efficiency and moderation of 
the Patiala Government.’* In order to descredit his rival, the Nabha 
Raja went so far as to commit outrages in the villages of the 
Maharajkians. 


Clerk very strongly felt that the consequenoe of the restrloted 
control would lead to compirative security, inspite of the fact that 
Patiala might have been guilty of certain high-handed acts previously. 
The Nabha ruler wanted that the control should be vested in his 
own hands,^ and that the period of probation might be reduced from 
five years to three. 


Writing about the Maharajkians in June 1832, to Fraser, 
Olerk said that he had addressed Martin, reoo nmoiiding a measure 
for bitter administration of the affairs of the Maharajkian Sikbs.^ It 
was based on the plan suggested by Murray. Martin had approved 
of his suggestion, but before it could be carried into execution a 
letter was received from the Raja of Nabha protesting against the 
measure* Clerk added that the Maharajkians had been quiet for a pretty 
long time, but they were tnrbulent and tuo Nibha ruler lost no 
opportunity of fomenting their quarrels* 


1, Clerk to Martin, January 29, 1832, B. N. 7S, L. N. 7. 

In this connection, Clerk said : **.. aince the rights of the three 

Houses of Phul to exercise such a sway are unquestionably all equal... it is a 
mere qua etion of prefer^oe to be conaidered with advertence to the superior 
qualifications possessed by any of the branches of Phul for fulfilling the desire 
of the Supreme Government for bettering the condition and promoting the 
welfare of the Maharajkians, 

2. Clerk to Fraser, June 17,1832, B. K, 7i, L, N. 
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Mr. Traveljan, the Deputy Secretary of Goyernment wrote 
a yery comprehensiye nute on the Maharajkians.^ He traced their 
earlier history lack to the time of Murray, and observed that the 
Mabarajkiana weje too barbarous and too divided among themselves 
to admit of the establishnent of an efQcient government; the 
Political Agent at Ambala was overwhelmed with work and there¬ 
fore unable to take this additional burden on his shoulders, and 
that the great distance from Ambala would make the control very 
difficult. Moreover, British management would require expensive 
e>tabli6hm6nt for which a land tax would have to be imposed on 
the Maharajkians, who might not like sueh a levy. The Phulkian 
states were ready to undertake the management because they would 
gain great influence.^ 


1. B. N. 32, L. N. 76A, Septembor 22, 1832. 

He gave the opinion of Fraser which was in favour of the sovereign 
protective authority of the British Government through Petiaia, Nabhaor 
Jind ; the former would be the fittest Chief to exercise control but the 
Maharajkians were to have tho right of appeal to Political Agent. 

i. B. N. 32, L. N. 76A, September 22, 1832. 

In order to illustrate his point, the following quotation was given by 
Trevelyan from one of the despatches of C. Metcalfe, who had been the 
Besidsnt at Delhi:— 

** Community of language, habits, and customs, the regard which is 
paid to the degree of relationship in which they stand towards the rival 
states and above all, the probatiotary nature of the candidate will all 
conduce to make the Government of a native Chief less burdensome to 
them than the control of the native establishment, we should be obliged 
to impose upon them.** 
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Trevelyan also waa in favour of PatiaU on account of ite 
KUp.rior power and influence. The personal charcter of the ruler 
was above suspicion ; bis administration was the most respectable 
of the three ; a majority of the Mabarajki ms were in bis favour, 
while the conduct of the Nabha Raja was not very creditable. The 
probationary period proposed was five years and Trevelyan wanted 
Patiala to enter into a written bond in which the ruler would have 
to promise to decide disputes with justice, to protect the rights and 
privileges of the Maharajkians, not to demand anything in the form 
of revenue, land-tax or octroi and to conform strictly to any other 
rules which the Supreme Gevernment might issue for hi) guidance. 
The Political Agent was to interfere in as few ca-es. as possible 
and in such a manner as would be least degrading to the Raja's 
authority,^ A large discretion was to be vested in the Raja and 
unless great caution was exercised in framing the rules, the attempt 
to lay down detailed rules would be likely to lead to intrigues 
against his authority ; at any rate, suggested Trevelyan, it would 
be belter to wait till their expediency was demonstrated by experience 
instead of laying them down experimentally in the first instance 


1 B. N« 32, L. N. 70A, September 22, 1832. 

Trevelyan was againft the cases being taken to the Political Agent 
direct as it would mean a double government and a divided responsibdity 
and lead to to a perpetual struggle between Patiala’s partisans and its rivals. 
The result would be disoorder and violence. The object of entrusting the 
Government of the Maharajkians in the words of Trevelyan was the estab¬ 
lishment of stable and settled government with powers sufficient for the 
maintenance of its authority which at the same time it will be responsible 
to us for any violation of the trust which has been invested in it. 
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The Hono\irable the Vice-President ih Council, to whom the 
case had been referred, concurred with the Governor-General in 
placing the Mahctrajkiins under the protection of Patiala as an 
experiment.^ The only objection occurring to the Vice-President was 
tiiat it might lead to misconduct on the part of the Raja of 
Nabha, ‘'which may involve the Government in the unpleasant* 
necessity of treating him with some severity*'. In December 1832, 
Fraser forwarded a letter from the Secretary at Calcutta in which 
the Governor-General had resolved in concurrence with the Honour¬ 
able the Vice-President in Council to entrust the administration 
and the government of the whole of the Maharajkian villages, to 
the Patiala Raja for a i^eriod of five years.* The villages were to 
be made over to the Raja upon his delivering in a written 
agreement his consent to abide by the condition laid by the 
S uptime Governine n t. 


1. Swinton to Mancnaghten, November 5, 18^2, B. N. 32, L. N, 103, p, 3fi3. 

2. Fraser to Clerk, December 12, 183?, B. N. 32, L, Ni 120. 

Maonaghten to Fraser. December 4, 1832, p. 442-42. 

.3 The following four conditions were laid down : — 

(1) To decide every case which is referred o him by the memlnrs of the 
Maharajkian community.....with justice and impartiality. 

(2) To oenform and f»rotect them with possession and exercise of all their 
established rights and privileges. 

(3) Kot to demand anything from them in the shape of revenue either as lani 
tax, or octroi on any pretext whatever. 

(4) To strictly o:>n>brm to any other role which may hereafter appear to the 
Supreme Qoverntm ut to be necesaaiy for his guidanoe in the discharge of hij 
trust. 

According to the instructions of the Qovemor-Getieral, the British 
Government was no^ t? interfere until there was, extraordinary abuse of 
power ” ; the Political Agent wcM to interfere in as few cases as possible and in 
such a manner as likely to be the least degrading to the Baja’s authority. 
(B. K. 32« p. 442). 
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Clerk, on July 23, 1833, acknowledged the orders of Govern- 
meat regarding the Maharajkians but observed that Patiala persisted 
in upholding a claim to exclusive rights of unconditional jurisdiction 
which had been repeatedly denied by Government, the admission 
of which would be incompatible with that degree of independence 
tc which the Maharajkian community had established its title.^ 


Under these circumstances, the Political Agent suggested that 
they should be put under his control. But he wanted that the 
states of Patiala, Nabha and Jind should be warned against inter¬ 
ference in the affairs of the Maharajkians.* He therefore asked for 


1. Clork to Fraaor, K N. 79, L. N. 5S. 

The Raja of Patiala addressed three letters to Clerk dat^d January 2 
and 19, and March 14, 1833, claiming that from the times of Raja Alam 
Singh and Amnr Singh, the Patiala rulers had settled the disputes of the 
Maharajkian ; although ho did not get any revenue from them, yet it was 
his desire to promote their welfare ; he protested against their being con¬ 
sidered independent of him ; they were the dependants of Patiaila and as 
such had paid a tribute of Rs. 4000 and a horse to Diwan Nannu Mai 
in 1788. The Kaja of Patiala also argued that bis father had saved the 
Maharajkians from the greed of Diwan Mohkam Chand, and that in 1808, 
when Maharaja Kanjit Singh was ab>ut to attack them, his father (Raja 
Sahib SingVi) had armed them, and allowed them to garrison the fort at 
Bhatinda ; he also wrote how Oohterlony had not questioned Sahib Singh’s 
right to exercise control over them unconditionally therefore he regretted hia 
inability to agree to the conditions which the British Government wanted 
to impose upon him, aiding by way of further explanation ; “ Do not attri¬ 
bute my non-compliance with the proposed conditions to personal 
motives.** 

2. Clerk to Fraser, July 23, 1833, B. N. 79. L. N. 68. 

He observed : " The entire withdrawal, therefore, oi the obnoxious 
influence of the riyal states of Jind, Patiala and Nabha is essential to 
the exercise of any degree of salutary superintendence on the part of the 
local agent. The bitter jealousies of these Chiefs, but especially of the two 
latter, in regard to the administration of the affairs of the Maharajkians. 
have hitherto been the bane of community and it maybe anticipated, that 
the endeavours to put aside the party feeling excited amoug them, wiU 
still be met here and there by the secret deeigns of Patiala and Nabha. 
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an order of Government placing them directly under British 
superintendence — an order which should be accompanied with 
letters on the part of the Government, addressed to the rival 
Chiefs, containing the strongest admonitions against their future 
in terference in the affairs of this community, on any occasions 
eicept when their services may be called for by the British 
authorities." Government did issue such an order.^ 

For about three years, the Maharajkian affairs were allowed 
to lie over. In April 1836, Metcalfe forwarded a copy of the 
despatch from the Secretary at Agra relative to the Maharajkian 
Sikhs.* Clerk was directed to suggest some arrangement by which 
the necessary improvement of the Maharajkian administration might, 
be effected, if he thought that their internal condition was serious 
and required the adoption of any special measure. Bushby, to), 
wrote to Metcalf e *• to expedite the transmission of report—called 
for from Political Agent, Ambala, respecting the Maharajkian Sikhs."^ 

Clerk gave a very lengthy reply* in which he traced their 
early history till the time when they were placed under the control 
of bis office by order of Government dated August 22, 1833. To 
communicate that order, he summoned important members of the 
Maharajkian community to meet him at Ambala. Several hundred 
attended; Clerk asked them to elect Sarkardas", or heads of 


1. Th© order of the Government, dated August 22, 1833, was quoted by Clerk in 
bis letter to Metealfe of August 31, 1836 — (B. N. 82, L. N, 145). 

The Board of Directors seemed to have realised the reluctance of Clerk 
in assuming the charge of the Maharajkian affairs (B. K» 38, L. N. 9U. 
December 27, 1838)*— Despatch No, 31, May 16, 1838* 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, April 28, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 34. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, April 16, 1836, B. N. 30, p. 124, 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, August 29, 1836, N. 3$, L. N» 81. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, August 21,1836, B. N. 36, p. 284. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, August 31, 1836, B« N. 82, L. N. 145. 
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every Patti who were to make fall inquiries into their disputes 
find settle them by arbitration. The number thus elected was 
fifty-five ; later on it was reduced to forty-eight.^ The heads pointed 
out to Clerk that they had not the means to control the factions 
who used to indulge iu disputes about land. Therefore, many of 
their decisions confirmed by the Political Agent could not be 
enforced for months. So they requested him to recommend to 
Government to fix a permanent Thana for the purpose. Clerk told 
tiiem plainly that (iovernraent would not agree to that measure and 
that it was also possible they themselves might repent of this 
request later on.* 


I This was doue at Clatk’s persuasion when be was at Balawali, Clerk also 

reported the prevalence of two great evili in the Maharajkiai lo^ieby- 

iufancticide and land diaputee. To atop the former evil, he had a talk 
with these '^Sarkardaa ** who agreed with him that the practice waa against 
the teachings of their Gurus and promised to put aa end to it. Ho 
declared that the Maharajkiaua did not look upon thia horrible practice 
with abhorrence and inapite of the aiauranoea given by the Heads, Clerk 
believed that it was quietly praotiaod. Howevar, with their approval, Clerk 
issued a proclamation that any one who should be proved hereafter to 
have suffered the crime to be practised in his family would bo liable to the 
forfeiture of bis estate. Clerk once again made an earnest appeal to them 
to stop this evil practice and they agreed unanimously to assist him in its 

supression. In regard to land disputes, Clerk remarked:'*.the general 

protection of the British Government has not only removed the danger wbioh 
kept their union alive, it has also enhanced immeasurably the value of their 

lands .... Thence .struggles and affrays, arising out of disputes, regarding 

the possession of such property, are of daily occurrence**' 

(B. N. 82, L. N. 1451. 


2, Clerk to Metcalfe, August 31, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 145. 



Notwithstanding comparative quiet prevailing in their territories. 
Clerk thought that this by no means meant that they had assumed 
peaceful habits. A majority were still in favour of fighting out 
their disputes, but if bloodshed could be averted the disputants 
could be brought to see the advantages of compromise. He also 
talked with the Headmen about the anxiet)' of the British Govern¬ 
ment to improve their administration they expressed their inability 
to carry through any measures for preventing recourse to arms on 
every trifling occasion by turbulent members unless they had effective 
military support.* 


In other words, the Maharajkians required careful nursing 
and watching.* One must renlise what herculean efforts Clerk was 
making to civilise them and turn them into peaceful citizens. 


1. Clerk coulii suggest BO Other remedy of improving their administration except 

the introduction of municipal laws. Acct>rding to him^ it would not be 
attended with much difficulty. The Court of Directors in their Despatch 
X^o. 8 i of May 16, 1838, paid a tribute to the work of Clerk in the follo wing 

^ords.** The difficulties which existed in Government of this body have 

been hitherto very suoqe^pfully contended against by the Agent at Ambala.'* 
(B. N. 38, L. N. 90, December 27, 1838). 

2. CUrk felt that there was a great necessity for such a support. He further 
remarked: “ This done, the introduction through the mediation of Headmen 
of rules indispensable to the amelioration of the condition of the community 
may be proceeded with in the certainty that whatever is pointed will be 
carried into execution." 

8. For that purpose. Clerk wanted to utilise the services of the First Local Horse, 
stationed at Balawali, If that were not possible. Clerk wanted to recruit a 
detachment of 50 Horsemen; unfortunately the Maharajkians were unable to 
pay for their expenses. Under these circumstances, Clerk felt compelled to 
recommend the use of a detachment of the Sikh Cnniingent, kept 
at Ambala. Metcalfe, the Agent at Delhi, referred Clerk to Bushby's 
despatch of September 34, 1836, addressed to himself, in which the Lieutenant* 
Governor accepted Clerk's suggestion. 


Clerk to Metcalfe, August 31, 1836, B, N. 82, L, N. 145. 
Metcalfe to Clerk, September 30, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N* 38. 
Bushby to Metoalfe> September 24, 1836, B. 36, p, 325. 
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Disputes between Patiala and the Chulian Sikhs. 

On January 4 , 1836,^ Metcalfe, the Agent at Delhi, enquired 
of Clerk whether the Chulian Sikhs, who had been temporarily 
placed under the authorit}" of Patiala, could be made independent 
of that state without danger of returning to their former 1 abits of 
violence ; he was also to find out if the Raja of Patiala had any 
objection to urge against their being emancipated from their subjec¬ 
tion to his paramountcy. 

Cle k repli(d: I do not think tliere is any danger of 

Clrulian Sikhs rcuirning to their former habits of violence in the 
event rf thrir being Mgain considered independent of Patiala—They 
would not be more unrnly than others, subjected to the Agency at 
Anibala **. But ho also pointed out that the Raja of Patiala 
would not like to agree to the proposal as it would mean a 
diminution of his authority and military means.* 


Clerk was emphatically of the opinion that nothing had ever 
occurred in the history of the Chulians which could be constructed 
as having abrogated their right to be allowed to ’•e-assume that 
degree of independence under protection of the British Government 
which was vested in the Sikhs of their class. If these Chulians 
were ^iven for ever to Patiala, it migld in fact regard them as 
escheated to its Government. Moreover, their record under the 
British Government was not a bad one.® Therefore Clerk thought 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, January 4, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N, 2. 

Bushby to Metcalfe. December 19, 1835, B- N. 36, p. 9. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, January 12, 18*6, B. N. 82, L. N. 8. 

One could understand Patiala^s reluctance to release them from hie 
authority. The Cbulians were a confederacy of 5(K) Horsemen and Patiala 
stood to gain a great deal from them. 


3. Ibid. 
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it would bo just to rostoro them to the direct protection of the 
British Government ; the rights of Patiala would not be infringed 
by the step. In that event, " tlie Chulian Sikhs would serve most 
willingly and zealously tlie British Government direct aud would 
consider a fixed proportion of their sawars, to join the Sikh 
contingent, as the best of terms compared with those of their 
l»resent subjection’’. Metcalfe once again requested Clerk to ascer¬ 
tain whether the Raja of Patiala had any objectio.i to the restoration 
of the Chulian Sikhs to their independence.^ 


When the proposal was submitted to the Raja of Patiala, he 
could offer no specific objection t ) the cUims of the Chulian Sikhs, 
but referred to the orders under wldcb he hid exercised authority 
over them.* 


Government next asked Clerk to suggest a plan for an 
^dependent government of the Chulian Sikhs.* Clerk replied tint 
he best plan recommended and in the process of adoption was that 
i\e proprietors should l>e hound in writing to abide by the decision 
of the Sarkardas ” or cl < ted heads of their Pattis or divisions.* 
C ertain arbitrators should ids) be appointed to Wvork under hi^ 
guidance. 


1. Metcalf© alao wrote: “ It is not to be supposed that the Patiala Chief w 
willingly accede to the einoncipation of these tributaries 

Metcalfe t? Clerk, February 11, 1830, B, N. 30, L. N. 11. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, February 3, 1886. B. N. 36, p, 64. 

C. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 21, 1836, B. N. 32, L. K. 30. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, April 28. WS, B. N. 36, L. N. 83. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, April 16, 1836, B. N. 36, p« 122. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, June 20, 1836, B. N« 36, L. N. 40. 

Bushby to M6toalfe> June 8, 1836. B. N. 36, L» K* 178. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 5i 1836* B« N. 82, L. K. 1 0. 
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Clerk could see no diHiculty in the nomination of the 
" Sarkard&sThis arrangement was complete in the Patti of 
B)-reI; in the other Pattis, Clerk observed that the people had been 
deterred by threats from expressing theniseives in favour of British 
control. He also felt that it was a mistake on their part to have 
preferred such a request; but having done so, Clerk recommended 
their being taken under British protection,' Their condition might 
become much worse, if they were not removed from the control 
of Patiala. Even if the " Sarkardas ” were not nominated by the 
Pattidars, the Political Agent could foresee no difficulty in exercising 
an efficient control over them from Ambala. 


The Chulian Sikhs were given the option of either remaining 
under British Government or tliat of Patiala ; Clerk also suggested 
that the Bare! Patti might be placed under the Agency at Ambala, 
as it had expressed itself in favour of accepting the British 
protection; the Sikhs of the other Pattis had not shown any 
keenness in the matter and Clerk tlwught that they must be 
feeling satisfied with the old system. He, therefore, recommended 
that the management of the Barel Patti might be assumed by 
the British Goverrment while the remainder of the Chulian Sikhs a.s 
well as Patiala might be notified that the former were at liberty 
to continue their present connection with the latter or to terminate 
it hereafter. 

On August II, 1836, Metcalfe referred Clerk to the despatch 
of Bushby in which the five Pattis of the Chulian Sikhs were 
directed to show by election whether they would like to come under 
the direct control of the British Governmert or to remain under 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 6. 1836, B. N. 82, L, S. 120. 
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the superintendence of the Raja of Patiala.^ Clerk, in following 
the instructions of Government, asked the Patiala authorities to 
depute an officer to accompan}/ one being sent by him but no 
state officer attended. Clerk was of the view that it WdS 
a part of their design to throw obstacles in the way of the 
Cbulians. 


In forwarding the results of election, Clerk remarked that no 
threat or intimidation had been used to procure the signature of 
the people and that they had expressed their genuine feeling. 
With the exception of Tehl Singh in the Lamba Patti, the people 
had voted in favour of being restored to the control of the British 
Government. • Two papers liad been submitted by the Vakils of 
Patiala-one containing the signatures of 14 co-sharers, the other of 
eighteen. From their dates they appeared to have been drawn up 
about the time when the Patiala authorities were having recourse 
to threats. All these people had subscribed to the declaration which 
expressed a desire to I)e emancipated from the control of Patiala. 
( lerk added in coriclu^-ion that each Patti had executed a written 
engagement to abide by tlie decision of the “Sarkardas**, who 
would act as arbitrators under the superintendence of his office®. 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, Augst 11, 1836, B. N, 36» L. N. 73. 

Buahby bo Metcalfe, Angst 6, 1836, p. 269. 

The Secretary furtli-^r wrote: “-It is not necessary to bind ourselves to 

grant that option hereafter. Further application for emancipation from the 
superiority of Patiala will bo decided oa may be expedient at the t'me of presen¬ 
tation. Whatever the Eaja may have to urge against this arrangement is to be 
submitted for consideration*’. 

2, Clerk to Metcalfe, Sep‘ember 16, 1836, B# N. 82, L. N. 162, 


8. Ibid. 
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Metcalfe, in reply, referred* him to the letter of the Secre¬ 
tary at Agfa in which the Identenant-Governor had approved the 
aaraagemeot in the five Pattis of the Ohulian Sikhh kt emanci- 
patiag ^ ••pec^fie from the control of Patiala and' ploinog them 
under the British Government; the appointment of headmen for! the 
settlement of duq>ates was also appreciated. In this way, the Chulians 
were taken under British control. 


(4) DMpntM between Kidthal and Barwalla ^Ikhs. 

On November 16, 18S4,* Clerk reported on the case ofBarv^a 
Sikbs versus the Kaithal Chief. Othterlony on one occasion had 
siUoWefd the Bhai of Kaithal to enforce his (Ochterlony’s) dettee 
in a case affecting the Barwalias. Birch, before whom many com- 
^ints Were made between 18i5—18, used to adjust such cases 
without the mediation of the Kaithid authorities. Bhai Lsd Singh 
of Kaithal had protested 'against such a proceeding and thereafter 
Birch would *s ttle certain disputes through the Bhai and others as 

before, i. e. directly With the parties themselvts. He generally 

fhllbwed the latter course but in the last Barwalia case be passed, 
ah order referring the complaint for inquiry to the Kaithal Vakils. 
Rbss followed the p. ficy of his predecessor last pursued by him; 
ifttrray also referr.d the very first Bara alia Case to Kaithal observ¬ 
ing that all the Pattidars and Sikhs of Barwalias being subject to 
Kaithal, complainants among them should repair thither. He seemed 
to have considered the Bhai as the proper arbiter and uniformly 
to have referred all such cases to Kaithal.* 


1. JfetaeUh to Cleric Ootobsr 1, U8«, B. N. M, .L. N. 8». Busliby to MMoalfo 
Septsmher 20, 1830, B.Ni 80,1«*N. 80. 

% CUtk tePMSto, NevsmbW 10, lOM, S.B. 80, 190. 

8, IbW, 
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Clerk then went on to give some particulars about the leader 

of the discontent-Sukha Singh Barwalia, ^ who npt only denied 

the right of Kaithal to control the Barwalias, but also refused to 
be a party to a written engagement by which many other Barwalias 
in 1804-^5 had bound themselves to Kaithal. He had complained 
to the Governor-General's Agent at Delhi that the Bhai of Kaithal 
had built a fort in Ludhi; on Clerk’s asking for the authority of 
such a measure, the Bhai’s Agent asserted that they had a verbal 
permission and could not produce any letter, or order to support 
their assertion. On September 29, Sukha Singh and other Barwalia 
Sikhs reported to Clerk of an attack made on the village of Nalvi 
by the Kaithal troops. On October 12, Clerk addressed a letter to 
the Bhai prohibiting his again interfering forcibly in the affairs 
of Barwalias without special instructions. Two days after, came 
the collision between the Bhai's troops and the Barwalias at Golepura 
in which several lives were lost.® The immediate cause of these 
hostilities was the imprisonment of certain Sikhs by Sukha Singh 
and his partisans. After their release they had gone to Kaithal 
and told the authorities there that their confinement bad been the 
consequence of their declaring two years earlier their allegiance 
to the Bhai. Sukha Singh was captured and imprisoned by the 
ruler of Kaithal but he escaped from the prison, collected the 
fraternity and appealed to Delhi. Their chastisement was determined 
by. the Kaithal ministry with the d^lorable result above noted.* 


1. Aooording to Cleric, Snkba Singh boro the obaraoter of a factious man. 

. The loss on both the sides was almost equal; On Kaithal side, two leaders and 
M men were killed; on the side of Berwalias, two leaders and 42 men lost 
their liyes* Many cruelties were oommitted by the' Kaithal troeps and inno* 
cent people put to the sword. 

8s Clerk never learnt that hostile preparations wsre going on, Neiths^^ c^f the twp 
parties took the trouble of informing him. 



Clerk had hurried to the ^pot and the Kaithal ttoCps had 
retired except from the Thana at Lukhi. He had required the 
withdrawl of several parties left in several villages, where resistance 
had been shown. He had placed his Chaprasi and awaited the 
orders of Government. Everything was quiet and there was no 
apprehension of a renewal of hostilities. He was in favour of tak¬ 
ing strong action againat Kaithal, observing: “The Kaithal authori* 
ties will not suffer a recourse to arms among these protected states 
for purposes that may be peaceably effect in communication with 
the local agent for these states. These differences will be difficult 
tc reconcile unless the Barwalia outrages are visited with some 
lasting mark of dis-satisfaction of the Government."^ 


The remedy suggested by Clerk was that the Barwalias should 
be taken direct under the British control as it would result in 
“a far greater degree of good order in the Pattis with result that 
has yet been attained or ever can be attained under the partial 
and mutable system of Government to which they have been sub¬ 
jected since their connection with Kaithal." 


I. Clerk to Fraser Ifovember 10, 1834, B.N.:.80, L.N. 190. 

Clerk remarked: “It I may offer an opinion I should say that on the ground 
of DO progress whatever having been made in reforming the loose predatory 

habits of the Barwalia Sikhs.they were relinquished to the oontrol of Bhai 

of KaithsI sixteen years ago.that the measure of ooeroion directed against 

thsim were determined on in defianoe of your prohibition and further thoae 
measures were carried into effect with the most unjuetifiable severity# the 
least thing that can be done in order to mark the reprehension with which the 
Supreme Government regards such outrages and the inflictions of snfferiage 
so unmerited is to require the Kaithal authorities to forego the pretensione and 
to abstain hereafter from all interfereaoe with the affairs of the Barwalia 
Sikhs 





Talking about the nature oi the relations aubsiating between 
the Barwalias and Kaithal state. Clerk said that it was of a looae 
nature which must naturally subsist among a military people. The 
ruler of Kaithal had adduced a written engagement on the part of 
these Sikhs to supply a contingent of Horse and wanted the 
Barwalia lands to be regarded as a fief. But * that was ne t correct 
as that connection did not have any element of subservience or 
vassalagd.> "Every Sikh assumed the right of transferring, not only 
his allegiance, -for they owned no such tie, but his relations of 
mutual aid whensoever he pleased and to whomsoever he pleased." 
Thus the Barwalia Sikhs were at one time co-operating with Gulab 
Singh Shahid, at another with the Ahluwalia Missal and latterly 
with ihe Bhais of Kaithal. 


On February 24, 1635,* Fra.<;er referred Clerk to a letter of 
the Secretary at Agra. The Bhai of Kaithal had to pay compen¬ 
sation for the damage sustaiued by the Barwalias; his interference 
with their affairs was prohibited in the future. If there were any 
prisoners, they were to be immediately released by the Kaithal Govern¬ 
ment. The conduct of the Bhai was described as "unwarrantable"; 
the local Britii'h officials seemed to have been inconsistent in their 
attitude and at times treated the Barwalia Sikhs as subject of 


l. Acewdia< to Clerk, tho oonnootion between the two waa-not'feudal, fia 
obtarved: " That variable, oonoaetion, however, aubaiatiag' aomig Sftfa 

propriatora, at the time tbia engagement waa anouted impliad' notfaing 
tf the patura of the aubaarvienoa, vaaaalaga and other eonditiona baiong- 
ing. to fealty". 

i. Fraaar to dOrk, February 24, 1885, B. N. 35. L. N. 10. 

Saoratary Agra Oovernmant to Fraaar February 11. 1336. B. N. 35. p. 
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Kaithal which had misled the Bhai in treiting them so harshly.^ 
Thus the Barwalias pissed out of the control of the Bhais of 
Kaithal. 


1. The Secretary admitted that un other occasions, the Bhai ot Knithal had recog. 
nised them as a separate and independent body. 

Fraser wrote a Jong de.spatch to Gov'ornment on the relations of tii© 
Barwalia Sikhs and the Kaithal Chief. After tracing in detail the early history 
of these Sikhs, Fraser observed that there were proofs of their independence, 
long before the claim of the Kaithal Chief was put forward. They had been 
considered so by earlier Political Agents, although they were on friendly terms 
with that ruler. Later od» they were placed under the control of Kaithal, 
although this step was not **wai ranted by faith or good policy’’. The Barwalia 
Sikhs had all along been opposed to it. The claim of the Bhai had rested upon 
a document which was not only unattestod but suepeoted to be a forgery. 
Moreover, the question was not of the Bhai’s claim to over lordship but of 
the punishment to be inflicted on him for what he had done. As Frsser put 
it... « **The claims of this Chief to service and obedience from the Barwalia 
Sikhs and their dec'aration of being independent on the British Government 
alone being under investigation, the Kaithal Chief disregards the orders of 
the local authorities not to interfere violently in the affairs of the Barwalia 
party, attacks and plunders some of their villages .... puts to death a number 
of men, makes several prisoners and retains them in confinement at Kaithal 
inspite of repeated requisitions for their release .... 

The Kaithal Chief .... has maintained his claim in a manner that lays 
him open .... to any punishment .. . Government may think it proper to 
inflict« « ill usage by him of any of the Barwalia Sikhs ... at once relieves 
them from their connection with him and it is ill usuage .... which has driven 
them to implore the speedy Justice of the Britisb Goverament and redress 
through its sovereign powers. 

Unless Government punish the outrage .... with very great severity, 
the little obedience that is new paid to the remonstrances of the Local Agent 
.will be totally withheld” . 


{OonUnved on next page) 
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(S) Disputes between Nabha and the Ludran and the Sonti Sikhs. 

It was in a despatch of 1833 that Clerk repcrted to Fraser ' 
that the Ludran Sikhs had failed to furnish their contingent 
of Horse to Nabha, inspite of the importunities of the ruler.^ He 
also added that even in 1829, the Raja of Nabha had complained 
to Murray about the conduct of these people and desired him to 
recall them to a sense of their duty rather than that he should 
proceed himself to coerce them By way of reply, the Ludrans had 
presented a petition to Government in 1830 against the Nabha 
ruler. As far as Clerk was concerned, all his attempts having failed 
to induce them to fulfil their obligation, he had to writ* to the 
Rnja^that he could coerce them in any manner ha thought necessary 
to compel the attendance of their contingent.* Clerk felt that the 
Raja was adopting a mild course; he was only restraining their 
from three or four villages by holding the revenues in deposit until 
they obeyed his injunctions. 


[Continued from page 253) 

Therefore, Fraser suggested a drastic punishment to be inflicted on 
the Bhai of Kaithal, although he admitted that the ruler was only about 
19 years old and surrounded by evil advisers. The Bhai was to dismiss the 
officers responsible for the outrage, surrender the prisoners to Clerk and 
pension the widows and orphans of those who ** have fallen a saorifioe to his 
violence*' and also to pay adequate compensation to the victims ; a fine 
was to be imposai on the Kaithal Government, If these terms were not 
fulfilled within a week, Fraser suggested that Kaithal was to be occupied by a 
force until the Chief submitted unconditionally. However, he added that the 
Kaithal Chief had been brought to reason by Clerk and had promised to 
abstain from (urther offensive measures. (B. 35, p. 69---90, January 28, 

183S). 

But the Lieutenant-Governor refused to accept Fraser's penal measures 
as the Secretary at Agra wrote that His Honour did not propose to carry 
the punishment of the outrage further but he was required to report that these 
orders had been carried into effect. 

1. Clerk to Fraser, July 20, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 67. Also see, B. N. 30, 
L. N. 44, and B. N. 76, L. N. 249, 

2. Clerk said that the Ludran Sikhs were even •misrepresenting the number ef the 
quota they had to furnish. 
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To come to the Sonti Sikhs.Clerk, in a letter to Fraser 

thus traced the history of their relations with Nabha*: — 


In 1820, the Nabha Raja complaimd to Birch about their 
“ Contumacy,” and the latter passed an order directing their attendance 
as here tofore at Nabha with seventy Horse, asking Sudh Singh 
Sontiwala to fulfil his engagem'^nt or the Raja would be at liberty to 
coerce them. He issued a circular, too, to all the Protected Sikh States, 
prohibiting them from rendering any assistance if the Nabha Raja 
desired to chastise them. Further, an earlier petition of the Sonti 
Sikhs presented again in Birch’s days, stated that, in obedience to orders, 
seventy-two Horse had been present at Nabha for a period of two 
months ; it was further said that those horses, according to ancient 
usages, attended only on the occasion of any disturbances but the R»ja 
required them to be present in his sf rvice in the time of peace as well.* 
Ross, who succeeded Birch, sent for the Vakil of the Sonti Sikhs in 1821 
and put some questions to him regarding the validity of their engage* 
nt to the Nabha ruler ; their replies admitted the genuineness of the 
engagement. Towards the close of the year Ross issued an order to the 
Sonti Sikhs blaming them fur their failure in their allegiance to, and 
their attendance on, the ruler of Nabha and warned them of the conse¬ 
quences.® In 1822, a note was presented by Nabha that the disobedience 
of the Sonti Sikhs had forced the ruler to enforce certain penalties on 
them, as they were reluctant to meet their engagement. Ross authorised 
the ruler to adopt the proposed course. In March 1823, the Sonti Silrb c ; 
presented a petition to Ross in which they declared that they had 
promised to furnish seventy Rorse in times of trouble as the Raja of 


1. Clerk to Fraser, August 8,1838, B. N. 78, L. N 66. 
e. <^k to Fraoer, August 8,1188, B.N. 79, L.K. 66.' 

8. B.N. 70, L-N. 66. Clerk observed that Boss, in issuing that order bad referred 
to the copies of doouments showing engsgemsnts, obncludod^ between the Baja 
of Nabha end the Sonti Sikhs as having been filed in the sgsai^ office. 
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Nabha had promised to protect them from the attacks of Ranjit Singh. 
From that time, they had furnis .ed seventy horsemen on occasion of any 
disturbance and when it was over, they returned to their homea. If they 
were expected to serve also in times of peace, that would be a great 
hardship for them. According to Chrk, the petition deserved particular 
attention not only with reference to the Raja's right of claiming 
a contingent from them, but as setting forth the other and the 
true grounds of complaints on the part of the Sonti Sikhs, relating 
to the vexatious interference of the Raja.> In 1824, the Nabha 
Raja again complained of the conduct of the Sonti Sikhs and Murray 
who was then the Agent at Ambala, ordered them to attend on 
the Raja according to their engagement with seventy Horse, failing 
which their Jagir would be confiscated. In July 1826, the ruler 
of Nabha addressed a note to Metoalfe and sent him certain documents 
dealing with the case and received the reply that they would 
doubtless fulfil their engagements, otherwise the prescribed penalties 
should be enforced. In 1827, Murray, on a representation that 
the Sonti Sikhs had committed disorders which were attended with 
loss of life, authorised the Nabha aathoriti$e to coerce them. o“ 
the commission of father aggreasion, he declaied that they were the 
subjects of Nabha and that the Ambala office had no jurisdiction 
over them. On another complaint the same officer ordered that the 
Raja should act according to the orders of Metcalfe and Ochterlony. 
In 1829, the Resident at Delhi admitted the right of the Nabha 
ruler to control these Sikhs who were discribed as his Tabedars, 
no other go\emment having any right to interfere in their affairs.* 
In 1830, the Sonti Sikhs presented a petition complaining of the 


1, Clerk to Fraser, August 3, 1838, B.N. 78, L.N. 63. 

i. Ibid. On September 35, 1837, Cdelwooke, the ResUestt* wrote to MoWay that 
the Britiah Oovemment could not iaterfere in the diq>ute between the Bejn ef 
lifebha end the Sonti and Ludran Sikhe, (B.N, 37, L.N. 336), 

Bs* alte> W. I>.H. 98, H,- UW. 



tyranny of the Nabha Raja and denying bin claims to their service* 
Murray, therefore, proposed that both the Sonti and the Ludran 
Sikhs should be placed without the pale of Nabha's authority, their 
contingents continuing to be furnished to him, but all jurisdiction 
over them to be vested in the Ambala office. But the Resident, in 
reply, deprecated ell interference with Nabha in favour of the Sonti 
and the Ludran Sikhs, observing that they ‘'could not be protected 
by us without imposing on ourselves the duty of compelling them 
to fulfil their obligations to which they have subjected themselves."^ 


Three years later, Clerk again wrote a lengthy despatch 
about the Ludran and the Sonti Sikhs.* He referred to the decision 
of bis predecessor by which these vassals of the Nabha Raja were 
to be placed to a certain extent out of the reach or the Interference 
of Nabha; to this the Rp^ident hitd objected,* It was then assumed 
that the Ludran and the Sonti Sikhs were bound by ancient allegiance 
and by their written deeds to serve the Nabha Raja with certain 
quotas of the Horse. But it should be noted, said Clerk, that these 
Sikhs did not admit the Raja's prescriptive right to their allegiance 
or the authenticity of any documents produced in support of such 
a right and has been complaining to him for the past three years«4 


1. The leader of the Sonti Sikhs was one Swdh Singh. He was churged with oreat* 
ing disorder, fined and imprisoned by Nabha But he was released at the 
persuasion of Clerk. (Clerk to Fraser, December 8, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 160). 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, August 12, B. N. 42, L. N, 130. 

3. Colebrooke, the Besident, had deprecated the proposed •interference when a 
petition was presented by Bir Singh, Budh Singh and other Sikhs of Sonti. 
(Clerk to Fraser, August 8, 1883, B. N, 79, L N. 66). 

4. Metcalfe observed to Clerk that Colebrooke had regarded those Sikhs as vassals 
of Nabha; Clerk pointed out that Fraser had set aside a decision made by 
the Nabha ruler in the caee of disputed inheritance between the son of 
Singh of Ludran. ( The case has been disouseed in an earlier ehaptec in tha 
OMNMfraph). 
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Clerk also observed that the ruler of Nabha claimed the services 
of fifty Horse from the Ludran Sikhs and of seventy from the 
Sontis. This they were enjoined to perform by him. It was very 
difficult to ascertain whether that hcrvice was being performed 
satisfactorily or not.^ Clerk was also trying to find out the precise 
nature of the relations subsis ing between them and the Nabha 
Raja in 1809, 


The reason of their being declared vat sals bad been the 

exhibition of certain documents by the Nabl^a and the application 
of the word “Jagirdar*' to discribe them. If they were vassals, 

tlien Clerk was of the opinion that any interference in their affairs 
would be improper. But the Nablia ruler had not claimed that 
degree of control over them which might make them his vassals ; 
on the contrary, he had formally apprised the Political Agents of 
any, neglect of service of which the Ludran Sikhs had been guilty.* 

Therefore it was desirous to ascertain the proper footing on 

which to place the parties; the written documents should 

have been very carefully examined for their authenticity ; to Clerk 
it was evident that no such examination took place. 

According to Clerk, the Sikh Khalsa did not contain the 
element of vassalage or any feudal organisation. The Sikhs pro¬ 
fessed to be committees of independent soldiers and all conquests 
were made by their confederacies ; the Ludran and the Sonti Sikhs 
belonged to one of such confederacies.the Nishanwalas.owing 


1. Clerk tD MHealfe, August 12, 1836, B. N, 82, L. N. 136, 

2 Jhid. Cierk reraarketl; .the Raja be# not in my time, on oooaaion of de¬ 

fection following that strict course of coercion which could alone compel them 
iudiFcctly to fultii their supposed engagements ...he has been cautious eeemiug, 
either to be approhensivo of an interference obnoxioua to his fet^ngs as a 
spyefeign resulting from., any complaint his violepoe made by those he 
... deema^biaAubject, or distrustful oChie.^right,to.^suoh vassalage,, should ..their 
complaints cause that to be ealled in question.*’ 





fealty in Clerk s Jayd u the British Guveraiiienc. rherei’ore, the 
ruler of Nabha could not have any right of supremacy over them. 
But it did not m 3 aa thit they could mb hive been conquered 
by a neighbouring Chief as a p3riod of fifty years intervened 
between the Sikh victory at Sirhind and th3 esbabllshment of the 
British protectorate in 1809. 


The first occasion, after the battle of Sirhind, when the 
Ludran and the Smti Sikhs appeared in the field, was in a 
boundary dispute between Patiala and one ot tlia Sikh Chiefs of 
Ambala. The former were helped by the forces of Nabha and 
Jind ; the latter by the NishanwalaMisal; the Ludran and 
the Sonti Sikhs fought on tho side of A nbila, and hslpd to raise 
its siege. So their position wa^ independent. That was in 1780, 
The Ludran Sikhs did not engage in any opposition to Nabha 
subsequent to 1780. About thi^ time one of the budraa Chiefs 
gave his daughter to the Nabhi Chief. Since then, they were the 
allies of Nabha, aiding them but also demanding aid from that 
state whenever they needed it. As regards the Souti Sikhs, they 
opposed Nabha on various occasions, as the records of the Agency 
office showed. Thus the relations between Nabha and the Sontis were 
different from those of Nabha with the Ludran Sikhs.^ 


Clerk then went on to say th ib ho had obtained the 
evidence of the zamindars, talked with the agents of Nabha and 
other Chiefs and had also carefully examined the documents pro> 
duced by the Nabha Vakils and had come to the conclusion that 
there was nothing in them to invalidate the claims of the" Ludran 
and the Sonti Sikhs.* The documents had been declared to be 


1. Clerk to MetoaUe, Augoit 12> 1836, B. N. 82 L. N. 136, 



forgeries by the Sonti Sikhs, It was remarkable, commented Clerk, 
that all orders ipsued by the British authorities to the Ludran and 
the Sont! Sikhs, requiring their obedience to Nabha, were in poasession 
of the Nabha Agents. In this way, the Nabha Raja had continued, 
with the assistance of British authorities, to usurp and exeicise 
over them the right of a feudal lord. In bis relations with the 
Sonti Sikhs, who were his co-parceners, he had been allowed to 
assume the same degree of supremacy.^ 


Writing on May 21, 1837,* again about them, Clerk observ¬ 
ed that the Raja of Nabha was feeling dis satisfied with his 
decision. At first, as Clerk explained, he was in favour of the 
control of the Raja, as long as he believed that the ruler was 
trying to win them over. That was why he had tried to recon¬ 
cile the two parties. But the position had changed ; the Nabha 
ruler was not trying to conciliate them while the Ludran and the 
Sonti Sikhs were protesting against their connection with Nabha.^ 
Under these circumstances, Clerk remarked that he had no alter¬ 
native but to reject the Raja's claim for supremacy. 


1. The SoDtis and Nabha hold in jt>in^ tenancy tbirty-six villages. 

2 Clerk to Motfulfe, May 21. 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 22. 

3 One of the Ludran Sardars, Raja Singh, presented a p3tition, in which be de 

olared that he had nothing to do with Nabha and that in ISOO, his father was 
declared an independent Chief. He alleged that the Nabha rule prepared a 
forged document and sent it to Ochterlony who occepted it. He also pointed- 
out that Clerk had held the paper presented by Nabha to be doubtful and con¬ 
sequently had recognised his independence; the Bardar turther averred that be 
was equal in rank to Chiefs like Mohar Singh and Gurbaksh Bingh and was 
hnnself a Nishauwais Bardar. Raja Singh requested Government to instruct 
the Nabha Chief to refrain from bringing forward any forged paper. 

(B,N. 37, p. 426—3i, December 1SS7). 

(Continued on next 
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The attitude of the Supreme Guvemmenl W(«s defiued in 
two letters from Metcalfe to Clerk. In the first letter, Metcalfe 
referred Clerk to the letter of the Secretary at Ayra, in which it 
was pointed out that the Lieutenant-Governor wus of the opinion 
that the agreements entered into between the parties must be 

maintained on loth sides.’ In the second letter, Metcalfe quo ed 


{Continued from page 2f 0) ' 

It seemed that this petition did not produce any great effect, for Hamil¬ 
ton wrote to tMetcalfe: ‘*His Honour requests it may ho ancertained what 
evidence may be adduced by the petitioner to prove that the engagements 
recorded ere false and not genuine**. According to him, these engogements 
** appear to have been considered correct and true but His Hon')ur is desirous 
that RV\y doubt on the subject may be removed because if they are true, it will 
be proper that they are adhered to and enforced.’* 

(Ibid* Ip, 425, December 9, mi). 

Metcalfe thus observed to Clerk; “I.transmit these doouroents for 

the purpose of ascertaining your opinion as to the authenticity of the engage¬ 
ments alluded to by Mr. Hamilton. Of their gonuinenesB, I have myself no 

doubt from the facts recorded.but as it is to be hoped that the further 

report now called or will lead to a final settlement of this long .ponding 
question, it is but just towards the discontented party that they should have 
the b 3 n 6 fit of your opinion, should it prove to be at variance with mine and 
equally due to the Baja of Nabha that the terms of the engagements should be 
enforced if they were fairly and voluntarily executed’*. 

(B.N.37, L N. 118, December 20, 1837), 

Unfortuuetely, Kuja Singh did not enjoy a good reputation for veracity 
and so nothing seemed to have come out of it. However, the Supreme Govern¬ 
ment did lay down certain prinoip’es to guide the relations of the Nabha Chief 
with the Bonti and the Dudran Sikhs, and in this way indiraotly benefitted 
Kaja Singh. 

1. Motetlfo to Clerk, Jnly 81, 1887, B.N.37, L.N.67. 

Soeretary Agra Government to Metealfe, July 19, 1837, B.N. 37, p. 219. 




from the letter of the Secretary to the Supreme GovernuiMit, in 
which it was f=tated tbit Ludran and the Sonti Sikhs appeared 
ready to consent to feudal service on occasions like births, deaths, 
marriages, war, etc., and that the Nabha Raja |»ad no rigid to 

more.^ In this way, Nablia’s supnmacy over them was sevrrely 
restricted. 


1. Meloiilte to (Merk. September 8, ls:>8. B.N. 38, L.X. 57. 

Macnugbtcii to Metcaifo, August 1838, B.N. 38, p, 273. 

J.,orU Auckiand addreasod a loiter to that el'feot b j the Baja of 
Hia Lordship remarked: “The Chiefs of ISonti and Ludran appear ready enough 
to do tho service you require by sending a certain member of mounted follow¬ 
ers to you upon certain special occasionst let, Die birth of u son to Nabha, 2nd 
the marriage of a sou or doughior of Nabha, 3r the death of the reigning 

Kaja, 4th, war.and 1 do not think it advisable that they may be cahed upon 

for more than this; and I am convinced that you will feel satisfitd with an 
opinion thus expressed after much inquiry and dtliberation by roe and with 
this admission of your dignity and power. 

The question is, therefore, set at rest and no further representation, in 
any way connected with the subject, will be attended to“ , (B.N 38, p. 274), 

The orders of tho Governor-General were approved by the Court of 
Directors, which observed; “fho engagement on the part of these Sikhs to 
render military service to tho Raja of Nabha ought undoubtedly to be inter¬ 
preted wHb reference to the usages and feelings of the Sikh tribes and the 
actual relaii:'n which can be shown to have existed between thefparties at the 
time when the British Govarnmeut by recognising the obligation-precluded any 
' successful attempts to shake it off. On this principle, we think the Governor* 
General acted correctly on which the Sonti and Ludran Sikhs were to render 
the servree required of them. 

Thomason to Clerk, June 1, 1840, B.N, 106, L.N, 118, and Extract (para 
S3) from a despatch of the Court of Directors, dated March 12, No. 10 of 1840, 
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(d) Dtiput«« b«twMn. lind and Balawali Slkbs. 

On March 20, 1836,* Clerk reported to Metcalfe the revolt 
of the Dalawali Sikhs end their attack on Mr. Edgeworth and hia 
escort. Giving a few paiticulars about these Sikho, C'erk obseived 
that the zamindars of Balawali were a wild people who under the 
rule of Jind did what they liked not only in regard to paying 
revenue but in all other matters The. Taaluq of Balawali, comprij. 
ing ten villag- s, was situated about one hundred miles westward 
of Ambala and seventy miles from Ludhiana. 


This revolt was the first manifestation of disaffection, since 
the time they had been brought under the control of the British;* 
it was also the first time that they were called upon to pay 
revenue. They had preferred a prescriptive right to a very light 
assessment and, according to Clerk, it had been very light-in fact, 
much lighter than in all the other Parganas of Jind. Moreover, 
their request to pay as hither to in kind had also been complied 
with. They had no excuse to attack Edgeworth....an attack, des- 
c ibed by Clerk, as “most wanton and quite in the spirit of an 


1. 0 erk to Metcalfe, March 2 ', 1836, B.N. 82. L.N. 38. 

Edgeworth weks one of the British officials appointed to administer Jind 
till the question of succession was settled* Ho wanted that some compeniaation 
ought to be paid to him for the plunder of his property at the hands of tho 
rebels but his claim was rejected by the Court of Directors. (Metcalfe to Clerk, 
February I839» B*N. L.H.7-->Bxtract from L.N, 65 of 1838, November 21, 
1838j. Clerk had desired that the compensation ought to be paid. 

See, B.N. 82, LL.N. 86 and 88, and B.N. 36, L.N. 44. 

Also, Busbby to Metcalfe, May 21, 1886, B.N. 36, p. 154. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 20, 1830, B.N. 82, L.N. 38. 

The.Bal^aHs bad rebelled in 1815 also; they were then . supporting 
: Kai^ear. .Part%b Siogh, son of Baja Bhsg Singb of Jind. Ochtorlony marched 
tq an 

.. a^tember 30, 1814, B.N. 61, L N. 119). 
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untamed people*’.' The suspicion of Clerk was that the zamindars 
of Balavvali had been instigated to ct mmit the outrage by the AkaHs 
resorting to the fair at Gurusar, a holy place and distant only a 
few miles from Balawali. 


On March 21, 1836,* Clerk wrote that all the servants of 
the Thanas of Bala wall and the esoort of Edgeworih had been 
released by the rebels who retained possession of the fort and 
village; they were said to have been joined by some matchlockmen 
on behalf of Rani Sahib Kunwar of Jind.^ 


Acknowledging loth the letters, Metcalfe remarked that Brigadier 
(jfcneral Duncan, commanding the Sirhind Division, had been asked 
to send such forces as might seem necessary to effect the reduction 
of the foit.^ 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 20, 1886, B.N. 82, L.N. 38. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, B.N, 82, L.N. 40. 

3. Clerk was of the opinion that the deputies of Sahib Kunwar, who were at Delhi, 
should be dismissed from there until satisfaction be made or taken for the 
outrage. 

4. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 23, 1836, B.N. 36, L N .21. 

Secretary, Agra Governraent to Metcalfe, April 30, ^836, B N. 36, p. 127.28. 
Metcalfe to Clerk, May 7, la36, B.N. 36, L N. 36‘ 

Metcalfe forwarded a letter from Wade at Ludhiana to the Supreme 
Government in which that officer had urged upon the Government to call upon 
the native states of Patiala, Nabha, etc. to subdue the insurgents. ( B.N. 86, 
p. 68). Wade’s arguments were that Balawali was situated on the borders of a 
desert and was surrounded by turbulent people who would raise the peasantry; 
.there was also the risk of a collision with the Lshore authorities. (B.N. 36, 
L.N. 23, March 26, 1836). 

So Metcieilfe wrote to Clerk that if he agreed with Wade, he might com¬ 
municate with Duncan to stay the match of the troops, ( B.N, 36, L K. 84, 
March 29, 1836). Clerk, however, expressed himaetf definitely egaheist the use 

m imt 
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Replying on march 80, 1836, Clark observed that Brigadier* 
Oaneral Duncan had already been requested to cause troops to be 
outfched -for the suppression of the insurrection.^ 


Reporting again about the insurrection, Clerk wrote that 
the number of rebels had not increased; out of ten villages, seven 
had refused to join.* The Mabarajkians had stood aloof; the Chiefs 
also had not given any support to the rebels. There were about 
two hundred and fifty insurgents, led by Gulab Singh Gill, a 
zamindar of Balawali and formerly a Rissaldar in Jind service. He 
further reported that the fort and town had been evacuated by 
the rebels on the 6th April, a few hours before the arrival of the 
British detachment.^ They appeared to have retired to Muktsar, a 
holy place belonging to Maharaja Ranjit Singh and from there 
crossed into his territory. 


(CoMtmued from page 264) 

of 8tkh troops alono. He said that the turbulent people should be made to 
feel the British authority; there was no risk of any clash with the subjects of 
the Lahore OoTemment would be anxious to avert a catastrophe of this nature 
(B.N. 82, L.V. 52). 

The forces used were a detachment of Skinner*s Horre and the troops of 
Begam Samru. Tha exjpense incurred was about Bs 2300 which was ohiu‘ged 
to the Jind revenues. (B.N. S3, L.N. 11, 3|Aroh 27, 1837). 

Edgeworth was prepared to proceed to Balawali himseif to suppress the 
revolt, if given enough support; (B.N. 82, L.N, 38). 

Also see, Metcalfe to Clerk, March 26,1817, B,N. 37, L.K. 33. 

1. Clerk to Metcalfe, B.N. 82, L.N. 52, Abundant fttppUes for troops had been 
ooUeoied by Clerk at Sangrur ; the Chiefs of ]paiiala, Nabha and Malod 
had alio promised to aopply whatever the Britlsli iroope needed* 

2. PIs^ toKetcalfe, Umtoh 31, 1833, B.If* 83, L.N. 33* 

I. -'Pm to Mmm, Apia t, iiw. as. 8i^ t.s. 
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. .Clerk, a week after, in formed Metcalfe that Gulab Singh Gill 
had ..been' killed in attempting to force a *p issage acros^j the Sutl<?j.^ 
About eight rebels who .were,, with him w^re secured, a^ also about 
forty more, among whom wen^ several leaders; all were being stnt 
^0 Ambala.2 

Cleik himself had gone to Bala vali; bsjfore leaving that 
place, he asked Colonel Skinner to stnd a parly of his Horse to 
be stationed there; until they arrived, he had arranged for forty 
Horsemen of the Sikh contingent and thirty Barkan dazes to remain 
there. In response to his appeal ininy Chiefs hid sent their contin¬ 
gents and ab >at one thoa^^and man in all htd joinel the Political 
Agent; they were also being dismissed.^ 


With regard to the management of the B Qasba and 

two of its dependent vilhiges, a new arrangement was necessary 
as the people of those places weie implicated in the outbreak,* 


1. Clerk to Ve^oalfe, Apnl 14. 1836, B N. S2. L.N. 62. , . . 

Many of the ioeurgents were able to cross the Sut.lej and eaoape. Wade 
informed the Supreme Government of the o.tpture of Gulab Singh’s followers 
by the Mamdot zamindars (B N. 142, L.N. 19). Macnaghten replied that it 
would be inexpedient to demand their surrender. (B.N. 118, L*.N. 72). 

2. Among the leaders captured. Clerk mentioned Lukha Singh, Doura Kowra, 
Desu Singh. Sudh Singh and Gulab Singh — Desu Siheh stabbed himself to 
death (B.N. 82, L.N 85) ; Mai Sub Bai of Jind was also implicated. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, April 14, 1836, B.N. 82. L.N. 62. 

( lerk paid a special tribute to the Pathan Chiefs of Malerkotla who 
“evinced as usual the utmost prompiitude and zeal in supporting the xause 
of the British Government”. He expressed himself again^ the withdrawal of 
the let Local Horse from Balawaii, until the questh n of Jind succession was 
settled, (B N. 82. L,N,12«) 

4. Clerk reported that the fort of Balawali was being disnmntled ; th^ mer¬ 
chants and other peaceable classes were returning -to the town 

8. There were four sections; of the OtiMba ; doe section re«d;ained^ toyisL * sheltered 
some of the Oovernment ser^ai^tf an4 did not join in the op^^e }7« 



BuLt a' fixed settlement was improbable as dn all the Parganas 
of Jind, the agricultural classes were bung distracted by rumours 
being daily ^-pread among them < f th** probable success of some 
one or another of tho nuni'^rous claimairs to the 'Jind Chiefship.^ 
The arrangements proposed by Clerk were approved by Metcalfe who 
considered them judicious and recuinmended them for the sanction 
of the superior authority .2 


In a letter of May 9, 1836, Clerk threw more light on the 
Balawali insurrection^ and discussed the causes of ihe rebellion. The 
most important causes, according to him was “the inherent con¬ 
tumacy of the Balawali Jats'*; they were helped by the disbanded 
horsemen of Jind State, who resided in Balawali or neighbouring 
villages. As already stated, the leader of the revolt was Gulab 
Singh Gill, formerly a Rissaldar in the Jind service: the small 
parties of horsemen which joined him were composed of Sawars, 
once employed in Jind. These horsemen had taken a principal part 
in the revolt. There was also Mai Sub Rai a widow of Kunwar 
Partab Singh of Jind, whose motives the Political Agent could not 
understand.* 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, April 14. 1836, B.N. 82. L N. 62. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, April 19, 1836, B N, 36. L.N. 31. 

:. : Metcalff to Clerk, May, 7, 1836, B.N. 36, L N. 36, 

Clerk to Metcalfe, May 9, 1836 B N. 82, L.N. 86. 

Oterksent 27 persons, implicated ip the rebellion, to stand tbetr trial at 
Panipat before Metcalfe 

“ - . - Also see Metcalfe to Clerk, May 19, 1836, B.N. 36, L.N. 39. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe. May 9, 1836. B.N. 82, L.N. 86. 

Clerk was under tbe impression that slie Lad been influenced by her 
*’ brother Dul Singh, a irieiki of Gulab Singh Gill, who took an active 
• —part in tbe seizure of tbe fort and Thana of Bdawali on the night of 
March 17. She flt^d with Gulab Singh Gill and was with him when he 
was killed ; she was apprehended with others in the dominions of Maharaja 
njit Singh, hsr subsequent fate is unknown. 





An extensive search was being made tor the lecjvery of the 
plundered property; the greater part of it had been taken away to 
the neighbouring villages, belonging to other states and the local 
officials, acting under the instructions their < hiefs, were showing 
the greatest alacrity in aiding the search. Through their efforts, a 
considerable portion of the loot had been recovered.^ 


There wtre three Bhaichak villages from where most of the 
plundered property had been recovered; many prisoners were inbabitants 
of these villages ; the zamindars appear* d to be in leag ue with the 
party of Gulab Singh and had connived at the acts of the insurg- nts. 
They owned no Chief, the proprietori»1 right of the villages was 
shared among several Bhais, including the Bhni of /faithal, Clerk was (f 
the view ihat Bhai Udai Singh of Kaithal thould be allowed to exercise 
authority in the Bhai-Chak villages.* 


Clerk assured Metcalfe that no state had offered any help 
to he BalaWdli rebels. The Maharajkian; Sikhs hid absolutely no 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 9, 183S, BN. 82, L.N. 85. 

2 Clerk to MetcaKe, May 9, 1836. B.N 82, L N. 85. 

Bhai of Kaithal had written to Clerk that he was prepared to march 
with hie troops to punieb the Bhaichak villagers; be also promised to restrain 
them in future which he could easily do as be bad a Thane at Buchu, at^ a dis¬ 
tance of a few miles from the Bhaichak villages. 

Clerk added, ** . the proposed Introduction of Boai Udai Singh*s 

authority would.be the most proper anrl most efficient mode of k> aping 

them in check for the future” 

Qovernment agreed with Clerk's view, but also added that, in case ade¬ 
quate revenue could be derived from them, they might be tasen over by iteelf. 
It is not known what the fi< al arrangement was. 

See, Metcalfe to Clerk, June 2 ,1886, B.K. 36, L.N. 51. 

Buihby to Mstesife, June II, 1886, B.N. *6, p. 182. 





hand in tha iasartection;* they abstained iroin giving any assistance 
to Gulab Singh, even after he had seized the fort and toan of 
of Balawali. But be accused Mai Sahib Kunwar of fomenting the 
trouble. Wh^^n Clerk was on a visit to Jind, he bad urgfd on 
her the propriety of her allowing him to pay all her tr ops, many 
of whom were in arrears. But she had not agreed. It had seemed 
to Clerk unsafe that the troops, after being disbanded, should be 
allowed to remain in the sta*e. At last she had dismissed them 
fro n Jind, retaining them, however, noniinally in her pay. Clerk 
could not allow even this. She then, by the advice of the agfnts 
of Patiala andNabha, sent thfm into the territories of those states. 
Some of them rtturned to their homos in Bhaichak villages and 
the vicinity of Balawali,^ and took an active part in the in- 
surrection. 


The insurrection might have b' en widespread but f r the 
skill and efficiency of British troops. The rebels had no Idea that 
they would undertake operations at the advent of the hot weitber; 
also, the rebels had felt encouraged by the example of the rebellion 
of Kunwar Partab Singh when the fort of Balawali was able to 
hold out for months against the troops of Patiala, Nabha and Jind. 

Clerk concluded thus : .these were the circumstances which, I 

believe, led the rebels to possess themselves of the fort in the 


2. Clerk remarked; .of usgoverned habite, a f gbting people andl olosely 

connected by inter.marriages with the Balawali eamiodars, it was diffioult for 

the Maharajkisn Sikbs to refuse the call made on them for assistanoe.Kever* 

tbeless they do not appear to have any band in exciting the rebellion* Nor is 
there evidence of any ot them having been present during the iasurfootion**. 
That shows the value of constructive work being done by Clerk, as far as the 
, Mabarajkisns wtte conoerned. See also, B N. 82, L N« 38« 

1. According to Clerk. Mai Sahib Keur kept the Sawars on with promises of re« 

cowering the Obiefebip.a prospeot whiefa bad excited these idle Sawars 

and unhinged the minds of the egrtsaHural Masses"* . 







1 


fullest conMence they would be there enabled to maintain their 
position long enough to give encouragement to all turbulent classes 
on the Western side and to allow of their concerting at Itisure as 
extensive a disturba ce . s their hitherto unr«#stricted disposiduns 
could desire*'.1 


But this scheme could not succeed in face of Clerk's energetic 
measures,* 

(7) Disputes betwea Nawab Ohulam Mohy-ud din Khan and Sardar Nibal 
Singh CO'pareeners in Indri 

A very important dispu e was that between the Sikh and 
the Mohammadan co-parceners in Indri; the former was represented 
by Nihal Singh,* and the latt r by Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan of 
Kut»jpura^ 


1. Clerk to Metoalfe- May 0, 1836. B N. 82, L.N. 85. 

2. Balawali was given to Sarup ^ingh, when his claim to Jind Chiefship Was 
reoognised. 

3. He represented himself to have a fourth share in Indri. (B.N. 27, L.M, B2, 
March 26, 1827 ). He was the brother of Sudh Bingh, the biggest Sikh 
proprietor. 

4. The dispute between the Sikh and Mpbammadan co-psreeuers was a very old 

one, coming from the times of Birch who decided that Indri should be divided 
into separate administrative units, each Chief being allowed jurisdiction in bis 
own portion of the town. (B.N/62, L.N, 164. January 21, 1818, and B.N.64» 
LL.N. 26 and 189, August 26, 1818, and August 4, 1819). ( See also, B.N 21. 

L.N. 10. January 22, 1820>. 

Ohulam Mohy-ud«dtn Khan did not like the authority which was claimed 
and exercised by Sudh Singhs Dan Singh, and other Sikh Sardars in the town* 
.(B.N.67* L.N. 41, December 10, .1818). In 1818, Chsndhn Dalmer Singh, the 
hetd damtndar of Indri, withheld from Sudh Singh and. other shareholders 


(Continued on next page) 
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variouit olaimt, at the inatigation of Qhulam Mohy-ud-din Khao and gave further 
aause of anaoyanoe, the Chandhri was murdered and Sudh Singh was aoouaed 
of oomplioity in the murder. Biroh recommended a fine of Bs, 2000. Ross in 
1^22 confiscated theshare of Sudh Smgb (B.N. ‘22, LN. 9, February 12, 1822), 
which was given to the Nawab who had to pay an annual tribute to Govern¬ 
ment (B.N. 69. L.N. 38. May 2 1821-B N' 70. L.N. V\, May 29. 1821, . . . 

and B.N. 70. L.N. 109, March 10. 1826). 


In^ibe time of Murray. Nihal Singh petitioned Government for the return 
of his brother's forfeited share (B.N. 27, L.N. 115. April 23. I 27). Murray 
reooinmend<^d that the confiscated share of Sudh Singh should be restor^ to 
Nihal Singh ( B.N. 74. L..V. 106, July 25. 1827). Colebrooke. the Resident, 
enquired of Murray what portion of Indri should be restored to the mother and 
biothera of Sudh Singh (B N. 27. L.N. 211, August 31, 1827 ). Later he asked 
Murray to submit a full report on Indri case ( B.N. 28. L.N. 17. February 21, 
1828). Murray strongly expressed himself in favour of restoring the share of 
Sudh Singh.'who had lately died, to his family, as it was h^ld in common by 

his brothers and mother.a fact which as overlooked at the time of confis* 

cation (.B.N. 76. L.N. 22. February 24, 1828 ). On September 30, 1828, the 
Resident issued orders that the confiscated share of Sudh bmgh should be 
restored to his relatives and that arbitrators should b© appointed with a view 
t i dividing the town equally between tho Sikh and Mohammedan co-parceners 
(B.N.^28, L.N. 248). But the confiscated share was held by Gbulain Mohy-ud- 
din Khan, who refused to part with it. (B N 28, LL.N. 82, and 83, April 15 and 
16.18281. Murray remarked; “The conduct of Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan 

in'^practising vexatious endeavours to evade the commands of Government in 

the evacuation of place committed only to his^ trust is very characteristic of his 
attention to all requests which emanate from the local authorities who have 
held charge of this office (B.N. 76, LvN. 229, October 23, 1828). On October 27 
Colebrooke ordered that the confiscated share of Sudh Singh should be deliver¬ 
ed at once by Gbulam Mohy-ud-din Khan (B,N 28, L.N, 285). On December 
1828, Murray reported that Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Kban continued adamant 
and was maintaining his armed followers in many of the co-parcenary villages 
(B.N, 72, L.N. 266). Writing again, Murray pointed out that both the oo-par- 
oeners possessed equal rights and privileges and recommended that Indri 
should revert to the arrangements prior to the attachment of Sudh Singh*s share 
' B, N. 76, L. N. 288, January U, 1829). 

, {f oniinuid (m next page) 
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OQ October 11, 1^1,^ Martin, the'Resident at Delhi, asked 
Clerk to r<>po t on the representation made by Ghulam Moby>od>din 
Khan regarding the affairs ai Indri and the question at issue between 
the Contending pariies-Clerk gave a comprehensive reply on June 12 
1832.* He wrote that the differences existing between the two i arties 
were reponaible for mal-administration in Indri and showed the 
insufficiency of the modes devised upto then for the better determioiDg 
of the relative rights of the parties. 


{Contininei from page g71) 

Throughout the quarrels Ghulam liohy-ud-diu Khan had played a 
very etnister part. Writing on July 25, 1827s Murray said that the Nawab 
had been plundering Indri which bad become quite desolates since the 
time he came into the poiseMion of Sudh Singh*e share ; he recommended 
an equal division which was the only means of restoring tranquillity and 
observed : To throw the power into the hands of one to the exclusion 

of the other would give dis-satisfaction and be.a violation oftheproola* 

mation issued iu 1809** (B,N. 76. L*N- 126). Again he expressed himself 
against Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan w o by his offensive and cruel exaction 
had proved himself unworthy of any oonrideration and was not to be entrusted 
** with the responsibility o* a control which he antecedently never possessed 
and which can rnly be vested in h^m to the annihilation of all the ancestral 
and acknowledged rights and privileges held by his un-offending eo-sharers in 
common with himself **, He again recommended an equal division of the lands 
attached to Indri end its villages, fines, etc. were to be determined by the 
Kawab and tbe Sikhs in concert or by their officers. Murray acknowledged 
that the proposed settlement would not meet tbe selfish views of Ghulalm Moby. 
ud»din Khan and that nothing short of unchecked power and ^he liberty of 
trampling on the Sikhs end of paying them what and when he pleases, would 
afford him the satisfaction he has been seeking of grading them to resistsnee 
and eventual ejection from Indri. 

The words proved prophetic, as we would see. 

1. Martin to Oierk, October 11, 1881, 81, L N. 78. 


SU Clerk to Fraser, June it, 1881, B,N. 78, L.N. 81. 

Firagir was the Aseot to tbe Govemor-Geiiecal in place of Meriin einoe 

{Qtn^intud on mxt page) 
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According to Clerk, the adiniuistration of GhuWm Mohy-ud-din 
Kbaa was full of abuses as a result cf which the people of Indri 
were greening under his rults; the Sikh co-parceners were accusing 
the Nawab of causing suffering to the people of the town. Clerk 
said that he had been making earnest efforts to effect some sort 
of amicable arrangement between the two. The Nawab also possessed 
Biana, a considerable village, in the revenues of which the Sikhs of 
Thanesar were co-sharers; Clerk thought that it might afford the 
means of separating these discordant interests, could tie Sikhs be 
induced to [relinquish their share of Indri for the possession of 
Biana. The Sikh would not have much objection to the above pro- 
ixrsal but Clerk cou[d not prevail on the Nawab to enter earnestly 
on any plan of accommodation that did not carry his supremacy 
over his Sikh co-parceners.i 

Clerk paid a tribute to the Sikh co-parceners for their utmost 
forbearance under the indignities daily put upon them by the Nawab‘s 
indulging his vindictive feelings and great moderation in their views 
for avoiding further collisif)n with him. He further observed that 
bwch conduct seemed to enhance their claim to relief by Govern¬ 
ment to whose peaceable injunctions they had, notwithstanding the 
signal provocation to which they had been subjected, evinced such 
praiseworthy deference.* For the past three years, as Clerk pointed 
out, Mohy-ud-din Khan had declined to partake in the collection 


(Orntthuei frem page 272) 

Maroh 10, 1882. <B,N. 88, L.It. 18, and 13). Ha ^a friand ^ QMf« 
Hdty.ud-din aod alwaya anxiaua to plaoata Uin. ^tb)a daidM lad h il B 

to do many quaationable thingB. 

1. eiwk to Bmmt, Joao 18, 1888, B.N. 78. hJX. It, 
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of Indri in the manner prescribed by Murray and a Chaprasi of 
the Agency had to be sent to witness the due division of the 

produce. He always pleaded his ancestral rights of superiority and 

regarded with feelings of jealousy the interest of the Sikhs in 
Indri.J To Clerk, it appeared unaccountable that the Nawab should 
consider the relinquishment of Biana too high a price to pay for 
the exclusive possession of Indri, moreso, when the revenues which 
he derived from the former tallied so nearly with those realized by 
the Sikhs from the latter. Clerk ascribed it to his soured disposi¬ 
tion which did not admit of his viewing this subject in any other 

temper than that of the deepest enmity towards his Sikh co¬ 
parceners.* 

Fraser sent his reply on November 24, 1832.^ He observed 
"In the Indri case, it appears to me essential to justice that you 
should proceed to that pi ce and take the deposition on oath of 
as many of the oldest and most resi)octable inhabitants as are 
likely to state what they know in regard to the matters of dispute, 
viz, the exercise of civil, criminal and fiscal authority in the town 
over the inhabitants and lands.since the introduction of the 


1 . Frasers in a demi-official letter suggested an exehange of territory botveen 
the two, otherwise the only alternative was to find out the ststus of both 
the parties from 1809 to the times of Sudh Singh, (Also seeB.N. 32,L.N. 39.) 

2- Moby-ud-din Khan was even on bad terms with the Sikhs of Thanesar imd 
once made an unprovoked attack on them. As Clerk subsequent!} observed 
to Melealfe that such doings of the Nawab would coireot the impreesion of 
•hit moderation. (B.N. 83; L.N. 38, August SO, 1337). 

•Cl' ■ ; 

X |VfiA»r to Clerk, B.N. L.Ns 109, 
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Siiiis down tu Sudh Siiigh’i^ cxpulsiuii”.^ Further, he . instructed 
Clerk to execute the investigation, without the knowledge of the 
j)arties so that the persons to be examine i should not be scnookd 
or bribed by them. The greater number of cr^-dible persons lie 
could get ... both Mohrtmmadans and Sikhs .. . the better it would 
be. Clerk was to take evidence without letting it be bruited 
abroad why the people were being summoned. Finally, Fraser wrote 

that he had taken c-ire not to hint communications of these instruc¬ 
tions to Ghuhiin Mohy-ud-din Khan. 


Acting under these instructions, Clerk paid a surprise visit 
to Indri, accompanied by a few horsemen of the Skinner's*** Hors^, 

He examined home people of lin ri, picked up at random and also 

took the evidence of three or four oldest inhabitants. But Clerk 
was of the view that the evidence of the latter was not so weighty 
a« that of the ft^rmer as he did not come upon them so unawares 

as he did on the other. He also went on to say that the conduct 

of Giiulam Mohy-ud-din Khan was not so unexceptionable : s the 
manner of conducting the inquiry. Somehow or otlier, he hid an 
inkling of the visit of Clerk. It appeared that the Nawab's deputy 
at Ambala learnt from Delhi that Clerk beir.g directed to make 
inquiries in the case by making a personal visit to Indri, inspfte 
of the fact that Fraser had tried to keep his ir.btiuctions to Clerk 
very confidential. The Vakil at once informed his masri r who sent 
an order to his Thanedar at Biana to proceed to Indri.^ Ihe 
Thanedar of Biani w^ent to Indri and with the help of the Mussal- 


1. Fraser to Clerk, BN. 32. L.N. 100. 

Sudh Singh had been expelled from Indri in May, 1S21, for his share in 
the murder of Palmer Singh. 

(B,N. 21, L.N. 118, May 31, 18 1). 

2. Clerk to Fraser. November 30, 1882, B.N. 78, L N. 8o 

3. Clerk to Faaser, November 30 1832, ^.N. 78. L.N. 80. 



tOMA ThMtdar there assembled all the principal inbebitants and 
eliowdhris in the Nawab's fort, in anticipation of the coming in¬ 
vestigation. Murad Ali, the Thancdar of Biana, reached Ini^ jus 
as Clerk was leaving; it was he who unconsciously and unknowingly 
betrayed his master. Murad AH told Clerk that the Nawab had directed 
him to show his horae. Naturally, the Political Agent was astonished; 
he asked the Thanedar if his visit to Indri had been expected; 
at once many people shouted that Murad Ali had two days previously 
summoned all the principal people and liad them shut up in the 
fort and that the Chaprasi of the Agency, on hearing what was 
going on in the fort, had gone there and interrupted them When 
Clerk interrogated the Chaprasi, he couiirinecl •the account. Clerk 
strongly condemned this type of action of the Nawab's servants, 
thought it had failed to hocdwink him.' He further remarked on 
'‘the craft, duplicity and severity’’ of the Nawab’s servants which 
had been the cause that an investigation could not be held in 
Indri before. The Nawab or his officials must have been afraid 
of losing their ease by the elucidation of some doubtful point in 
the long pending dispute. 


1. In this connection, Clerk remarked: “I am very unwilling ie believe that the 
Nawab could either have suggested or have sanctioned the employment by 
hfs servants of such means for the purpose of neiitrali/ing the precaution 
enjomed by you and so strictly observed by me. The object, which was the 
ability to prr'uounce and decide, with rigid justice relative to the claims of 
the parties, by means of oral evidence to be drawn from the least question¬ 
able and purest sources, while tlie tendency ond aim of the measures, with 
which it was attempted to baffle your determination to obtain such testi- 
mosiy deserved to be stigmatised with the worst of terms. That these 
measures failed in a great degree was perhaps attributable to my observing 
that the eaxne individuals were repeatedly thrust under my notice and that 
sepoys endeavoured to keep in advance of me”. 

It very difficuli. to believe that Qhulam Mohy-ud.din Khan had do 
hand in this nefarious soHeme to deceive Merk, He was quite unaortipulous 
and capable of playing such a trick. 



Tbe Sikhs of Indri ht<l to show that to thfjCioe^ of 

Stdh Sinfh’s lime, the executive WkS . opoducted by t.,i;)tt: 9 eeting 
of the Jdussslman and Sikh authorities on all occasions but. Perk 
rdded that he could not elicit any evidence in its support with 
the exception of a solitary instance.^ 


Fraser now decided to take a decisive step to settle the 
question. Writing ■ n September 29, 1833, Clerk acknowledged the 
receipt of the order of Fruser requiting the expulsion of the Sikh 
co-parceners from Indri and in conformity with the instructions, he 
directed the Sikhs to le .ve Indri at nc-.* He also received a com¬ 
munication from Nihal Singh ; the Sikhs wanted to appeal against 
the order of ejection to the Governor-Gt neral at Calcutta and.demand- 
fd a passport for the purpose. They told Clerk that they were 
expecting such an order, as Ghulani Mohy-iid-din Khan, after having 
chprivccl them of their jurisdiction, would not rest until he had 

ilrmn them out of Indri. Clerk did not give the passport and 
edvised them to appeal to Fraser ; any other course he declared 
to be futile. 


. Explaining his position, in a letter dated October 28, 1833, 
respecting the requisition issued by him to the Indri Sikhs, Clerk 


L Clerk to Franer, November 30, 1832, B.N, 7$, L N, 80, 

2, Clerk to Fraser, B.N, 79, L,N, 87. Tbe order of expulsion issued Iry Fraser 
seems to be rather inexplioable. Clerk bad spoken very highly of tbe moder¬ 
ation of theSikh co^parceaers, Qhulam Mohy-ud*din Khan’s administration wa* 
not satisfsetory and he had tried to throw dust in tbe eyes of Clerk when he 
went to make inquiries at Indri. There must have been some other cause; it 
was asserted by Nihal Singh in his petition that Fraser and Gbulam Moby* 
ud*din Khan were friends and that the former was trying to help him to 
assume an independent jurisdiction in Indri (B.N. 35, L.N. 89). That saemi 
to be the only plausible explanation of Fraser’s utterly indefensible action 
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said that Uie mistake in the wordifi^ of the order issued by liim 
was due to misconception* of the intentions of Ghulam Mohy-ud-din 
Khan; he also supposed thut the instructions of Fraser were founded 
on the Nawab's applicatioa.^ He added that the condition limiting 
the exclusion of the Sikhs from Indri. until their angry feelings 
subs deJ, might in fact be considered as excluding them for ever. 
Viewed in this light, the interpretation that Clerk had put upon 
the order ;of Fraser could seem to be very appropriate. How¬ 
ever, he added that he was substituting another order which he 
would communicate to the Sikhs, only after its approval by him. 


On December 24, 183^?, Clerk acKnowIedged the receipt of 
Fraser's letter, along with the copy of a letter of Ghulam Mohy- 
ud-din Khan to complaining that the Sikhs at Indri had 

not left the plnce as yet.* In explaining his position. Clerk said 
that he had written a letter to the Indri Sikhs desiring them to 
quit the place, They had not complied with his injunction, not 
as Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan alleged, because he was to blame, 
but because of their recalcitrant attitude. He had once again dir- 
ect*^‘d them to leave Indri but they had refused to leave the place. 
He had not as yet adopted any coercive measure which he would 
do w^hen he received specific instructions from Fraser. 

Fraser WTote two letters on January 3, 1834. In the first 
letter, he directed Clerk, if the Nawab so desired, to place one 
of his men at indri to see that the orders passed by him were 


!• Clerk to Fraser, B*K. 79, L.N. 122. 

Fiaaer had accused Clerk of issuing a wrong order to the Indri Sikhs. 
2. CUrk to Fi^aser, B.N. 70, L.N. 169. 





not infringed, by the Sikhs.* In the secpiid., letter, lie instructed 
Clerk to dindo the grain lying in the store at Indri; hs also, the 
money lying with the bankers or the shop-keejjers and give to 
Ghularo Mohy-iid din Khan his share, whether the Sikks agreed to 
accept their share or not.® Clerk offered to divide the grain be¬ 
tween tile two but the Nawab objected to the arrangement and 
so he had to give directions for its sale.® Writing again on March 
16, 1834, Clerk pointed® tliat in view of the instructions of 
Government having invested the Nawab with exclusive jurisdiction 
at Indri, the best thing would be to ask the Nawab to coerce 
the Sikhs and thus onfoice their removal from that place. 

Fraser explained the stand he had taken in regard to the 
Sikhs of Indri. Writing to Clerk on March 21,® 1834, Fraser 
said that no orders of his had directed the removal of the long 
resident Sikh*; what he wanted was that the Sikhs, who had 
their homes and families in other villages, should not be allowed 
to frequent the town or visit it in Armed parlies as tivey were in 
the habit of doing. But that was not what the Nawab understood 
by the orders of Fraser. On May 12, 1834,* Clerk transmitted 
an application from the Vakil of Ghulam Moby-ud-din Khan which 


Fraser to Clerk, B,N. 34, L.N. 2. 

. Fraser to Clerk, B*N, 34, L,N. 3. 

It ia no wonder that Fraser was auapeoted of unduly favouring Obulaiu 
Mbhy-ud^din Khan. 

8 . Clerk to Fraser, IMarch 3, 1884, B.N. 80, L.N. 17. 

4 . Clerk to Fraser, March 16, 1834, B.N. 80, L K. 24. 

0 , FraMr to Clerk. B.N, 84, L.N, 26, 

6, Clerli U> Frattr, B.N. 80, L.I9,60. 
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see*n«d-to represent his master's expecfaiion on thia Subject to be 
QOtbibg "short of their eKpulaion and add« l that he wanted to be 
tumUhed with specific instructions of March 21, 1834.* The parties 
of armed Sikh*, the former co-parceners or their servants, should 
not be allowed to visit Indri so that the peace of the town might 
not be erdangered but those Sikhs, who had uninterruptedly resided 
there, should not be mob sted in any way. 

On Oc'ober 25, 1834*, Clerk again wrote that the differences 
of the two co-parceners in Indri were being continually referred to 
him; he was also sending to Fraser a copy of a complaint received 
from the agent of Nihal Singh which showed that there was still 
a possibility of a collision between the two facliors.' He further 
wrote that the British Government had succeeded to a share in 
the managment of Indri by tbe death without heirs of the widow 
of Chula Singh that would give the Government a chance “to 
sanction that degree of protection generally of the rights of the 
people, as may relieve them from the misery to which they have 
so long been subjected through the Contenllon of their Sikbs and 
Mohanimadan rulers"’ 


It was on October 28, 1834, that Fraser once again wrote 
on the subject of Indri.^ He said that from the petition of Nibal 
Singh it was clear that tbe Sikhs were the aggressor. They had 
cut the grass and were imprisened by the servants of the Nawab; 
they had a right to half the grass when it was ripe, bat they could 
not 'cui it. He further ob8erriuip**Tlie protracted differences of the 
Sikhs and Pathans cannot be wondered at from bitter feelings 


1 . Framr to Clerk. June V. ISM. B.K. 34, L,N. SS> 
t. CMrk to Fraew. B.N. 80, L.N. 180 
I. Fraser to Cbtk, B.N. 84,1..1). 10. 



wllkti ttcb party cfotertains agaioat the other and v heoevair 
an occasion ol cdUkiun presenti it well not be neglected^ by the 
Sikhs.*' The inunst of the Nawab was to avoid collision with the 
Sikhs. Fraser once again asked Clerk to exclude all those Sikhs 

who were not the inhabitants of the town, requesting ban to 
enforce the prohibition strictly.* 


About the lapsed share of Chula Singh, Fraser agreed with 
Clerk that it gave them a ground for interfering to a coitain 

extent in the affairs of Indri. But he aho remarked: ".taking 

to ourselves all the property and authority of Chula Singh would 

give us no right to inrerfere in the -ffairs of Indri.as we have 

just placed the municipal man gement in the hands of the Nawab 
to the exclusion of all the Sikhs.... The object in view all along cf 
excluding the Sikhs from Indri has been thi< good of the people 
ill giviag them one luler insieai of m.ny .... H.<wevtr, di gruntled 
Nihul Singh mav be with this airangeirent he must, not be permitted 
to neutralize by his disobedience the retults that are to be ob- 
tain.d”. He also informed Clerk th.t he was u aking inq..irie^ about 
the number of Sikh families to be allowed to live in Indri and 
would soon communicate the result to him. Clerk was to issue a 
proclamation that only buna fide residents, with their families in 
Indri and living there f<r a long ime, would be permi ted to 
remiin there; all others should rem>ve themselves or they wjuM be 
punished severely The proclamarion was also to prohii it armed 
Sikhs or parties ef Sikhs of the co-parcenc rs, hostile to Gbulam 
Mohy-ud-diu Khan, or their brethren, friends of letainersfrohi entering 


■ l',. Fraser to Clerk, j!8,; IM4, 34, h.N. 70,^ 
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the towu tissembliiig on or its laada; serious noUce was to be taken 
of their disregard to positive and repeated injunotions.’ 

On NovemWt 2," 1834, Clerk observed that the' d**lajr in' 
excluding the Sikhs from Indri had arisen from the difficulty In 
disc iminating those who rhould be excluded from thoic who were 
to be alh'wed to remain,* Aa Fraser himself was making the 
inquiry. Clerk was waiting to hear of the result; as Sjonn as the 
result was communic 'ted to him, he would lose no time in issuing 
the prescribed proclamation which he would enforce strictly. 

- But the Sikhs of Indri were not silting idle. Nihal Singh 
presertrd a petition to the G* vernor-G« neral in Octob<r 1835.* He 
pointed out that Indri had continued under the pjssissiou of his 
ancestors and these of Ghulara Mohy-ud-diu Khan as joint Chiefs 


1. Fr«Fcr to Clerk, Oetobor 28, l>34, B.K. 34, L.K. 

The Sttirie dny, Fraiaer wrote onother letter to Clerk. He Siiitl that ho had 
advised the bale of grain at Indri before also but it had not been done. Within 
fit teen days all the grain lying in store was to be given over to the parties or 
Eold by public auction. Mo/iey collected or lying in deposit should be divided 
9 qually or made over o the porsons to whom it belonged; all* matters in dis* 
puted claims, balances, etc. should be settled without delay. (B.N. 34, L.N. l9) 

It seemed thgt Fraf>er was getting thoroughly dissatisfied and annoyed 
with things that were going on indri. 

* 

2. Clerk to Fraser, B.N 80, L N. 104. 

8* MetoaHato-Clerk, Decessber 22^1885, BN* 35* L N. ... . 

Bushby to Metcalfe, December 12» 1835, B.N. 35» p. 740. 

Petition of Nihal Singh to the Honourable the Od‘ineriiot^<Oener41’deliver* 
ed rn October 5, 1835 (B N 85, p 740—45). In an earlier petitiaiit, Nihal Singh 
had r^resented himeell to have been a fourth sharer in the town ot indri. 


<B.N. 87»L.N. 82, Moroh 26, 1827), 
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biit Fraser, the late Agent to the Governor-General,from, motives 
of friendship *’ to Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan had submitted a report 
against him to Government: acordin^Iy a,i order was passed 
directing the judicial affiirs of ludri to be under the management 
of Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan and that tne Sikhs were to receive 
one-half of the revenue from the said Nawib. Nihal Singh added 
that he had also appealed to the Governor at Agra who had directed 
further investigation into the muter. At this, Fraser became more 
“ unkind ” and incited Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan to attack the 
fort of Nihal Singh which he did ; the Sardar escaped at night to 
Allahabad He patbeticall 5 ’ remarked that he had been deprived of 
his right by Fraser ' 

Accordingly, Macnaghten, the Secretary to the Government 
of India, wrote to Scott, Secretary, Government of Agra,* suggest¬ 
ing a rehearing of the case, could it be done consist ntly wit n the 
terms of the original order. The order of July 25, 1833, provided 
for a revision ri the atrangement by which the administration of 
the town of Indri was entrusted to Mohy-ud-din Khan, should that 
individual by misconduct in the m-vnagement of the trust thus 
reposed i i him show himself unwohhy of its further continuance. 
Macnaghten felt that the petition of Nihal Singh contained " express 
charges of misconduct ” against the Nawab and desired the Political 


K Metodfe to Clerk, Deoember 22, 1835, B.N. 36, L.N. 89. 

ICetoalfe to Clerk, Maa-oh 11,1836, BJf. 80, L.N, 18 
Scott ta Metodfe, February 27, 1830, B.y. 8 p, 8! 

Maonarhton to ooott, November le, 183S, B.N. 80, p. S1.82. 

-ilk 







^ent to r^rt a|[ain on the .case. So l^ot wrote to Met^lfo vho 
had become the Agent to the Governor-General in plaice of Fraser, 
assassinated in March 1S35 ^ Metcalfe referred Clerk to the letter 
of Scott, asking him to report whether the cond\ict of Ghulam 
Mohy-ud-din Khan, had, as alleged by Nihal Singh, been of such 
a nature as to render necessary a revision of th;3 arrangement by 
which the jurisdiction of the town of Indri had been confirmed to 
him**.* 


Clerk sent bis reply on June 21, 1836, in the following 
words*: — 


“ I beg leave to state that the result of the inquiries I have 
made as to the manner in which the Nawab Mohy-ucbdin Khan 
has exercised ti.e administration of the town of Indri, entrusted to 
him by the order of July 26, 1833, is that I do not s^e any 
grounds for confirming the charge against Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan 
of abusing the trust to a degree that renders him unworthy of its 
furtlnT continuance ♦ But 1 do not expect th the Sikhs will 
ever be satisfied with the v lidity of the Nawab’s claim to exercise 
the^ superior jurisdiction in Indri or that they will cease to avail 
themselves of the means they possess as co-parceners to have or lo 


L Fraser was assassinated on March 22,1835. (B.N. 36, L«N« 14, March 24, 1836). 


Metcalfe to Clerk, March 11, 1836, B.K. 36, L.N. 18. 

Scott to Metcalfe, Febniary 27, 1836, B K. 3% pi 81. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, 6.82. b.N U>8. 

4, Xhe earlier letters of Clerk had o ^nveyel quite a different impression. 



im: 

create In 4he town a ptrty actuated by a spirit quite incompatible 

with the peace of the place or the security of the inhabitants''.' 

On September 2, 1836,* Metcalfe once **^aiu inf/imid CUrlc 

that th • Secretary, Agra Government wanted Nihal Singh to sub¬ 
stantiate his charges against GhuJam Mohy-ud-diii Khan before him. 


This long dispute was only solved in 1843, two years after 

the death of Nawab Ghulam Mohy-ud-din Khan, when Richmond 
was the Agent. The final settlement was concluded by Henry 
Lawrence on the lines recommended by Murray by which an equal 
division of land had been proposed to be made of Indri and all 
its villages between the Sikh and Mohammadan co-parceners.® 


f. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 21, 1836, B N. 82, L N, 108. 

Clerk further observed: “The appeal which the people of Indri subject to 
the Nawab are, in case 3f dis-satisfaotion empowered to make to the Political 
Agent, Ambala. would be efficacious, had th«it officer eny jurisdiction in Indri. 
As ho has not, the appeal would, I apprehend, be commonly had reooui'se to, in 
order to ombarass the Nawnb^ by rendering hU authority contdmptible In 
some oases where the complaint preferred against, the Nawab might be well 

founded, it would be .difficult to prove to be . so.the former could in 

many ways baffle all attempts to ascertain the treatment which individrjals... 
may have experienced at his hands 

1 Metcalfe to Clerk, September 2 , 1836, B.N. 36, L.N. 82. 

Buflhby to Metcalfe, August 27, 1836, B.N. 36, p. 286. 

3. Richmond to Hamilton, October 9, 1843, B.N. 158, L.N. 138. 

Richmond wrote as follows, forwarding a letter from Major Lawrence t ^ 

**.a copy of a letter from my assistant Major Lawrence, reporting 

the adjustment of the difference which for a series of years have esitted betweei) 
UrePathan and Sikh shares ta ths town of Indri, enuring frequent and troubte* 

if 

(Continued on next page) 
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(Ccntinued from page 285) 

flt>rne references to Government, but more particularly to my predecessor in 

office.The last order passed by Government appears to have been in August 

1836, since wliich appef>ls from both parties have been frequent but so opposite 
in their nature and maintained with so bitter a feeling, that scarcely a hope 
remained of ever bein< able to reconcile them, so as t;> effect anything like an 
equitable adjustment of their difference. 

The settlement which Maj or Lawrence has now oorioludod and by which 
the parties have at length agreed to abide appears to have been recommended 
many years ago by Captain Murra,y and is not merely just in itself but is the 
only one affording a promise of permanent peace and security for the future. I, 
therefure,liave no hesitation in adopting Major Lawrence’s view of the matter 
and submitting the whole for the consideration and or ler of Government, trusting 
that the terms of the agreement will be confirmed and. thoiT‘ fulfilment enf<u*ced 
€MB early as possible’*. 

Richmond was retorring iiere to Murray’s letter of May 4, 1829. addressed 
to Colebrooke, to which T V>»fVM r(lrr»a<ly referred' 




CHAPTER V. 

Dtopmtet between the British Government and the Protected Princes. 

One variety of disputes ari'^lng in the time of^ Clerk were 
those in which the British Government and one or the other of 
the Projected Cis-S«;tl j Chiefs were the two parties involved These 
are deah. with in this Ch pter. The c u^es of such disputes were 
many, Soroetimt s the d fferences arose over a bound .ry line, like 
the w ll-kn wn Bhatti Hariana dispute between P.tiala and .the 
British Governmet, which drugged on fur about twenty years and 
caused much friction. At another time, it was over the question 
of levying of duties by the states. Occanionally, problems arising 
fiom the lands, held in co-parceny, like the villages of Gehar and 
Churpura or the e tate of Lashkar Khan Ki Serai were responsible 
for this state of affairs. At times a Chief clain ed a piece of 
territory held by the British like the K arda valley or the Parganas 
cf Bhawar and Jausar claimed by the ruler of Sicmur or the 
Pargana of Singhawa, to which the Kunjpura Chiefs and the Sikhs 
of Kheri laid a claim. An intereMing dispute a ose in the Hill 
state of Kahlur or Bilaspur where an unsuccessful attempt was 
made to plant a S[urious heir and cn its faUure a revolt followed. 

1. The British dispute with Patiala over Bhatti and Hariana Frontier 
Line. 


This remninrd a constant source cf jealousy and suspicion 
for many years. The British had c r.quered the districts fiom the 
Mahra tas and the Bhattb between U03 and 1818 bu^ through 
carelessne ss or ignorance they bad not defined the bound iritis of 
the Sikh states adj in ng them. This provide d an oppoitunity to 
the Sikh Chiefs, especially Patiala who tritd to occupy as much of 


[ 287 ] 



[m] 


the territory as possible, in tatidpoitiOQ of the time when the 
Government would appreciate its value but would find itself too 
'atp to rtcovtr it. 

Mr. FfHser, the District oSicer, had called the attention of 
Government to the encroachment of Patiala^ and the Resident at 
Delhi had n fjeatedly written to the Political Agent about it.* But 
it was only in 1835 tliat a serious attempt was made to settle 
the matter when Mr. Bell was appointed to go into the whole 
question thoroughly.* 


Clerk made a mention of it for the first time in 1836^ 
Writing to Metcalfe, he stated that Kapur Singh, an agerit of 
Patiala, had asked him if he could atop the investigation of thw 
disputed boundaries on the Hariana and Bhafti frontier, and that- 


1. lift only result had been that the Hnja of Paiiala preferred a complaint against 
that officer (B.N. IS, L.N. 21. February 2b, iSl7). 

2. Metcalfe to Birch» January S, 1817, B.N. 19, JaBtX. 6 and h 

Metcalfe to Birch, February 26, 1817, B.N. 19, L.N. 27. 

Ochterlony to Metcalfe, February 19, 1817, B.N. 19, L.N. 24. 

Meioalfe to Ochteilony, July 6, ISII, B.N. 19, L.N. 67. 

Metcalfe to Ochteilony* June 17, 1817, B,N. 19, L.N. 58. 

Billdrfay to filliotti AUg'Uet id^ 1^823, f^l* IhN. llB^* 

In the times of Murray, the Patiala authorities had produced copiee 
of dooumen*s and letters of Perron and Louis Bucgoyne and the order of 
Lord Lake to substantiate their olainir. 

Murray to Blfiott, May 5, 1824, B.N. 72, L.N. f7. 

S. An eaflier effort to eettle the boundary question was made in 1830 also 
but it was not attended with suooees —Vide The Pespatoh of the Court 
of Direotore, B.N. 38, p. 317—20. 

difkto llotoolfe, Jfttusry 13, 1S36, 3S, L.H« IL 
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he had replied in the negative, adding that he did not think it 
advisable to do so. So the Patiala authorities, added Clerk, were 
bent on sending a deputation to C^ilcutta which might serve to 
retard, if not affect the cessation of inquiries;, which Patiala had 
always regarded with much aversion. 


He addressed another letter ‘ to Metcalfe in which he ack¬ 
nowledged the receipt of the report of Bell on deputation for 

the settlement of the Hariana frontier; the Raja of Patiala pro¬ 
posed to pay to the British Government a 'nazrana' for the 

possession of the Pargana of Fatehabad, Sma and Rania and Clerk 
was instructed to communicate with the Patiala authorities. 
Accordingly, Clerk met the Patiala Vakil who made two proposi¬ 
tions on behalf of his master, firstly to pay a ‘ nazrana ' and 

secondly that the Parganas should be mortgaged for twenty lakhs 
of rupees, **to be deposited with or lent to the British Govern¬ 
ment, until such time as the British Government may desire to 
redeem them'*. The cession of the Pargana of Hissar was to be 
the *'sine qua non*' of the above two proposals, as without that 
Pargana, the Patiala authorities did not consider that they would 
obtain all the territory which, they alleged, belonged to them.* 


Commenting on the Patiala propositions, Clerk observed that 
six years previously, it had been proposed to cede the Parganas 
for twenty lakhs of rupees, which Government had borrowed from 
the Patiala State but then Murray was opposed to the proposal, as 
that would have meant making the life and pioperty of the inhabitants 
of the Parganas, mostly Mohammadans, unsafe. The scheme had 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 3, 1836, 6.K, 82. L K. 78. 

2. That was in reply to the inquiry made by Metcalfe in hip letter of March 80. 1836. 
Clerk had been instmoted to oommunioate diraot with the ruler with a view to 
asoertaining the amount of ’naarana* which he was yrilling to pay for thoae 
distriota* (B.M* 86, L.N* 26). 
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been also disapproved by Fraser on the same grou ids.^ 


Metcalfe, replying,** informed Clerk that Govermneal was not 
willing to agree to the cession of the Pargana of Hissar mainly 
because of t - e opinion of Muriay and Fraser which had been so 
definitely against it; he added that if the Patiala ruler could accept 
the above proviso, only in that case negotiation would be earned. 

On Nov^ember 8, 1836, Metcalfe forwarded to Clerk a copy 
of a despatch from Secretary Bushby, conveying the orders of the 
Lieutenant-Governor, relating to the long existing boundary dispute; 
a summary of Beil’s report was also given.^ The Lieutenant-Governor 

appreciated ’the pains taken by BelF and thought that his pro¬ 
positions should be carried into effect; the Sikh Chiefs should be 
asked by Clerk to surrender such parts of territory as they had 
‘unduly’ occupied. His Honour further observed: — 


“The British Government is not actuated by a desire to extend 
its dominions. We merely require what we conceive to be justly 
our rights; whnt belonged to Sindhia when we conquered his country 
belongs of right to us, Thus we claim whatever was subject to 
his authority on the Hariana frontier in 1803. We sec no reason why 
we should allow any other power to usurp cur right. Whatever 
portion of Hariana was at that time in the possession of the Sikh 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, May 3, 188C, B.N. 82, L.N. 76. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk. May 11, 1836, B.N. 36, L;N. 38. 

.3. Metcalfe to Clerk, November 8, 1836, B N. 36, L N. 98. 

Buehby to Metcalfe, October 29, 1836, B*N. 36, p. 371*73. 

4- But the Lieutenant-Governor did not like the tone of Bell towards the niler of 
Patiala and other Sikh Chiefs as it was **too authoritative and aBsiumng*SiliLOugh 
be admitted that the conduct of the Chiefs and the Raja had been provoking, 




Chiefs we freely yield to them and lay no claim to it. The principat 
applied to Hariana might not unjustly be perhaps applied to the 
Bhatti country, but we have been moderate. We limit our claims to 
the periods in which we introduced our authority finally into the 
several portions of the Bhatti country. What belonged to Fatehabad, 
at the time of our final conquest of that Pargana in 1809-10 and 
was not possessed at that time b}^ the Sikh Chiefs, we claim as 
our own. Whatever poition of Pargana they possessed at that time, 
they are allowed to retain, without scrutinising back to the right 
established by our first conquest in 1803. In like manner, with 
respect to Sirsa and Rania, wo only claim according to the state 
at our final conquest in 1818. Those principles appear to be not 
only just but liberal and the L'eutenant-Governor cannot understand 
what the Sikh Chiefs can fairly and truly oppose to them. 


Mr. Clerk is to be informed that the principles described 
liave been laid down by the Supreme Government and that the 
Lieu enant-Governor sees no reason, after the fullest investigation, 
to depart fro ii them He will therefore urge them as finally de¬ 
termined and conclusive. 


It is not, however, the Lieutenant-Governor’s wish or the 
wish of the Supreme Government, to use our superior power to 
obtain anything what is not justly our due. Those principles which 
seem to be indisputable being admitted, the Lieutenant-Governor 
will be willing to take a liberal view of any points tha‘ may be 
really doubtful. The Agent at Arabala, therefore, will submit for 
consideration any that may strike him as such and such points my be 
reseived for further orders, but the settlement ot what is clear and un¬ 
desirable cannot be longer delayed. The question is not new to 
the Sikh Chiefs. It has in fact been agitated for more than 
twenty years and whit is now after every possible enquiry, insisted 
on by the British Government, is much less than was originally 
cinim d twenty years ago by Mr. Fraser. The delay which has 
occurred f r so long a period is unaccountable but they must have 
been during the irhole period aware that the settlement of our 
claims was hanging over them." 



The British Government, as would be clear from the above 
Instructions of the Lieutenant-Governor, was liberal, and unlike any 
other power, was not abusing its strength to oppress the native 
slates ; it was ready to treat their claims with generosity and sympathy. 
Clerk was further instructed to demand re\ nue of the sut rendered 
place from the date of his demand ; no claim was t > be made for 
the past revenues. His Honour very justly observed : “ we—reg ird 
this as a sell imposed punishment f'^r our own neglect in not 
settling our claim earlier**.^ All the surrendered territory was to be 
placed in charge of Bell who was to be guided by the Commissioner 
at Delhi in all important matters of adnd istration, until a final 
arrangement was made ; Cierk was asked to intr duce the British 
authority “ into such parts of the hitherto disputed tract as may 
not be *otherwise occupied Earlier Iso, the instructions had been 
to the same effect.^ 


Government admitted that there would be some difticulty in 
establishing the fact of i osst'ssion ; where the facts were disputed 
and proofs could not be obtained, the lands were to go with the 
Parganas to which they belonged; if that could not be ascertained 
and every other reasonable ground of settlement :diould fail, the 
(luestion was to be settled by compromise or mutual concession and 
if that be found impracticable it wa to be decided by lot. 


The Raja of Patiala must have had a shock with the orders 
of Government were conveyed to him. He refused to acquiesce in 
the inevitable. Clerk informed Metcalfe^ that he had delivered to 
Bir Singh and Kapur Singh, the Agents of Patiala, a paper explaining 
fully Government's decision aud tlie sentiments expressed by the 


1 Metcalfe to Clerk, November 8, 1836, B.N. 36, L.N, 98. 
Bushby to Metcalfe, October 29. 1836, B N. 36, p. 371-73. 

2. Scott to Metcalfe, July 11, 1835, B N. 36. p. 381, 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, December 9, 1830, B,N. 82, L.N. 182, 
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Lieutenant-Gjvernor, North-West Prov nces. Kapur Singh proceeded 
to Patiala to consult his master, though Clerk frankly told him 
that any appeal against the decision of the Lieutenant-Governor 
would be of no avail. He also wrote to the Raja that he 
could not relax the demand made under orders from Government 
lor an immedi tte sunender of the lands claimed and that his agency 
in the matter was conlined to such points, as might arise in the 
course of transferring the lands.^ 


Metoalle wrote to Clerk- that no sep.tiate negotiatii>n ielating 
to the dispute would bo entered into, and tiiat he was not to 

stay his proceedings on receiving an intimation from any of the 
Sikh States concerned that a reference had been made to the 
Lieutenant-Governor. On Jaunuiy 4, 1837, he forwarded for delivery 
the replies m*»de by the Lieutenant-Governor, and the Secretary at 
Agra to the Kharitas received from the Maharaja of Patiala.^ 


Clerk wrote to Metcalfe^ that the Raja of Patiala had 
referred him to his minister Bir Singh, when he had refused to 
forward certain Kharitas of the Raja. He also added that Im had 
met t' e Minister and had several conversations with him and had 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, December 9, 1836, B.N. 82. L.N, 182. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 12, 1830, B-N. 36, L,N. 101. 

Metcalfe also wrote a letter to the Maharaja of Patiala explainiug how the 
British Government was only anxious to have what it had conquered from the 
Marhattas in 1803, from the Bhattis of FatehabaJ in 1810 and from theBhattis 
of 8iraa and Bania ill 1818; all that was in his possession on the resfective 
frentiers at those periods belonged to him (Metcalfe to Baja Karam Singh 
Patiala, Dooember 3, 1836, B. N. 36 p. 402). 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, January 4.1837, B.N, 37. L*N. 1. 

Lieutenant*Governor to Patiala, December 24, 1836> B,!N. 36, p« 1. 

Bushby to Patiala, December 24, 1836, B:N: 37, p: 2: 

Ihe Lieutenant-Governor assured Patiala ruler that boundary would be 
, justly defin&d so that no doubt might arise in future. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, January Si), 1837, B.N. 83 L«N 4. 
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strongly adsrised him to urge his master to follow the course laid 
down in the orders of the Lieutenant-Governor on this subject. 
From tb*^ observations of the Patiala Minister, Clerk conclude d 
th«t the Raja of Patiala had an insuperable aversion to 
agree in writiner to- deliver up the villages claimed by Govern¬ 
ment from a belief that liis doing so would prejudice the claims 
he proposed to advance to a re-investigaticn of the ca‘?e. The Patiala 
Minister was also told that the Supreme Government would proceed 
to assume p ssession without delay of what it conceived to be 
its right. Clerk further obj^rved : “ .. i was for him to consider 

whether the apparent reluctance of his master to com pi}' with the 
orders of Government might not generate a show of resistance on 
their part of some of their servants or their subjects on the 
frontier, when the necessary measures to carry into effect these 
orders were being taken. I warned the Sardar that for such conduct, 
whetl er authorised or not, the Raja would beheld responsible". 

There were certain villages which were in possession of other 
Chiefs; all of them were ready to comply with Government's orders. 
The Raja of Nabha, through his agent, Munshi Sahib Singh, inf rmed 
Clerk that he had issu<d orders to the Thanedars to surrender the 
villages claimed by the British Government whenever any authorised 
|)erson would arrive to receive them. But ihe Chief would be 
appealing to Govtrninent for a reconsideration of the whole case. 
With regard to Kaithal, Clerk complained that there was no 
cidministration wi h which to negotiate on this matter. Gulab Singh 
Shahid also wroie to Clerk t at he had directed his officials to 
c'omi)ly with Gov« rnment’s requisition, though he was also representing 
liifi case; other minor Chiefs, although remonstrating against the 
decision of Government, had a’so expressed the x willingness to obey 
orders. But Clerk thought that the execution ol the orders of 
Government, affecting ihe possessions of the other Chiefs, ought not 
to precede the attachment of the lands claimed by Patiala. 

The shilly-shallying attitude of the Patiala Chief seemed to 
liave greatly anno}ed the British, who concluded that he was not 
in a mood to comply witii the orders of Goverxiincnt. So Metcalfe 
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wrote to Clerk to the following efleit^: — 


“If youj further negotiations shall have failed to induce the 

Raja of Patiala to cede the British territory which he has occupied 
you will proceed to Patiala and communicate personally with the 
Raja on the subject arid you are not to quit that place without 
obtaining from the Raj i either order for t e surrender of the ands 
which have been demanded or a positive or implied refusal to 
comply with the requisition of the British Government. 


You will warn the Raja that his further resistance to the 
just demand of the British Government may be followed by a war 
not merely for the British territory that he has occupied but 
possibly for the subjugation of the whole of the Patiala coiintr}^, 
in consequence of hi« denial of our right. 

You will at the same time assure him that his acquiescence 
in our demands will in net the slightest degree prejudice his claim 
to further investigation and th.t whatever may afterwards appear 
to have been erroneously demanded shall be returned* without 
hesitation but tha more than twenty years having pasted in 
investigation and being at present persuaded of our right, we can¬ 
not brook more delay and insist on the surrender of the territory 
which appears to belong to us before we can sanction any furt^her 
investigation/’ 

In regard to the cession of the lands occupied by other 

Chiefs, the Lieutenant-Governor did not agree with the view expressed 
by Clerk, Metcalfe writing as follows*: — 

''His Honour is of opinion, there is no reason why the 

1. Metcalfe to Clerk. February 13, 1837, B.N. 37, 16. 

2. For example, one village, Piru, was returned to Patiala. ( Clerk to Metcalfe, 
AprU 3, 1838, B.N. 83, L N. 62, and B.N. 38, L N. 14, March U, 1838, Metcalfe’ 
to Clerk). 

8. Metoalfa Cl«rk» February 18, 1887, B.K, 37, L.N. 1C. 
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ces ion of what vve demand from the other Chiefs who are willing 
to make it should be delayed on account of the demur of Raja of 
Patiala. You will, therefore, receive the cessions of those who have 
acceded [to our demands and will assure them that their ready 
compliance will have the effect of rendering the British Govern¬ 
ment, if possible, more willing to attend to their claims for 
restoration. 


rhe state of affairs at Kairhal, need not prevent the 
presentation of our demand with an intimation that the neglect of 
it may lead to measures for taking possession of that prinicipality 
It is CO eluded that there must be some administration to which 
our demand can be communicated and that may be made to 
understand the possible consequence of n sistance**^. 


In the event of a military force being required to introduce 
the British authority, Clerk was instructed to approach the Commanding 
officer at Sirhind; it was to be employed iu taking posses ion of 
and retaining any British territory claimed from those stales. If 
actual resistance were to be offered, than only those places were 
to be occupied with regard to which resistance was not to be 
expected 


Metcalfe once again addresseil Clerk*^ a communication in 
which he was asked to consider the actual relinquishment of the 
territory in dispute, so that it might be occupied without resistance 
as equivalent to a formal written surrender, if he found greater 


1. Metcalfe to Glerk» February 13, 1837. B.N. 37, L.N. 16 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, February 16,1837, B.K. 87, L.N, 18. 
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difficulty in obtaining the letter than in effecting the former mode 
of cession. Metcalfe further observed: "It is considered that our 
object will be equally attained by tranquil possession in any way 
although the pretensions of the several states c >ncerned to further 
investigation will be diminished for want of full acquiescence in 

the mode of surrender"*. He wrote to Clerk again.* ^'Although it 
is presumed that you have not neglected to urge on the Raja of 

Patiala all the argument** that occur to induce that Chief to 

submit to our demands for the restoration of the British territory, 
yet as the arguments used by you have not been reported, it is 
considered proper to call your attention to those that present 
themselves to the Lieutenant-Governor in order that in your 

conferences with the Raja of Patiala nothing may be omitted that 
is likely to lead that Chief to take a correct view of his own 
interest. 


It will be proper to explain to the Raja that we demand nothing 
but our own. 


If he deny that the territory claimed was conquered by us from 
the Mahrattas or the Bhattis, he is to be informed that we have made 
every possible inquiry and have satisfied ourselves as to the fact, but 

that he may be assured of our readiness to reconsider our decision. 

although we cannot submit to further delay. 


He must be aware that the principality of Patiala owes its 
existence to our protection and would, without it, have been entirely 

subjugated by Raja Ran jit Singh, We have exacted no tribute.the 

least we can expect from Patiala is that the Raja will relinquish to us 
what we claim as our own.we entertain no doubt of our right. 


1. Clark was asked to furaish a detailed report of his proceedings showiag the 
measures he had adopted to conTiaoe the several Chiefs oonoerned of the 
expediency of yielding to the demands of the British Government, and also the 
arguments used by them in evading tbemf 

(B.N. »7, L.N. 17). 

t, Vetoalfe to Clerk, February 17,18S7, B.R. 37, 13, 
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Tha injury tl^at may result to bimself from his refusal to comply 
with our demands is to be pointed out to him. It is impos^sible to say 

what consequences he may not draw down on himself by his protracted 
opposition. The expense alone of any force sent to coerce him would be 
ruinous ; and will no doubt in any < vont be charged to him. What more 
the British Government under the influence of displeasurej at his resis¬ 
tance may demand cannot be anticipated, but may possibly he what 
would make him deeply repent of his past conduct. At present we only 
claim what we conceive to be our own and promise to restore whatever 
may eventually appear to be otherwise. 


These arguments, enlarged upon and placed upc n him in various 
points of view, cught to make some impression* He must be very deter¬ 
mined or very infatuated, if they do not convince him that his interest 

requires his s .bmission.we have never relinquished our rights.no 

rights are changed by that encroachment and that in fact the greater 
part of his encroachments l.ave taken place since the question has been 
in dispute between us and are owing to our fo^b^ arance,^ in not enforcing 

our rights, until we are fully satisfied of their indisputable existence. 

although there has been every disposition to view every case of doubt 
with indulgence, he is throwing away the benefits of that feeling by the 
inclination which he has evinced, to disregard our demands. 


Every endeavour ought to be made to convince him and the rest 
that we will not recede from our demands while they are opposed ; that 
we will certainly enforce them, that the necessity of coercion will bring 
on those who oppose, penalties increasing in proportion to their 
resistance ; and that in every point of view, the most beneficial course 
for each and all is ready submission."* 


h Patiala was tryiog to settlo now villages on the disputod boi dor and Fraser 
asked Clerk to dissuade the Raja and his officials from doing so. 

^ Ifetoelfe to Clerk, Fobruary 17, 1897, B.N. 87, L.N 19, 

{ConfUint4ed on nox^page) 








{Continued from page : 98) 

' Oil February 18, 1S37, Matcalfe sent KharitHH addressed by tbe 

J-ieutenant-Governor to tlie ruler of PatUla The Lieutenant-Governor wrote ; 
“ I have di'i^’Cte i Mr. Clerk to proceed to < atiala and to oommunioate with 
Your Highness in j^ersou or» this subject I and not to quit you until he s-jall 
have received from you either the surrender of the places demanded or an 
assurance of your relinquishment to them so that they may be occupied without 
resistance. . 

I now proceed to warn you as a friend of the probable consequences of 
further opposition. 

It has already been my duty to report your inattention to the Supreme 
Government and J shall have to execute any orders that I may receiv^'e unless in 
the meantime you comply with my requisition. It is possible that the Governor. 
General in Council.may order an army to proceed direct to Patiala to sub¬ 

jugate the whole of your principality unless therefore you can conceive that 

you can successfully oppose the arms of the British Government. Your friends 
must feel that the only wise course to be pursued is to yield without delay to 
the demand made on you. 

I understand that you profess to require further investigation. This shall be 
accorded to any extent, after you have complied with our demands. But after 
twenty years of investigation,j;during which you n^ive every opportunity ut 

producing evidence and availed yourself of it to the utmost of your desire. 

we cannot submit to further deiay on the plea of further investigation. You 
may, however, be assured that after submission to our demand, any territory 
that may be found on furthei investigation to have been erroneously required 
i^hall be cheerfully restored .. . , . 

1 entreat you noi to expose your House and 8tate to the probability 
of utter ruin by further delay. 

\etcslfe to Clerk, February 18, 1837, B.N. 37, L.N. 30. 

Lieutenant-Governor to Patiala, February 9, 1837, B.N. 37, p. 56-66. 

The Governor-General also wrote to the Kaja ot Patiala, as follows 

** 1 regret to find by a communication from the Lieutenant-Qovemor 

that you hesitate to yield obedience to the requisition which has been made for 
the surrender to our officers of the villages in dispute.you must be 

(Continued on next page) 











These letters must have convinced Maharaja Karam Singh that 
the British Government was not in a mood to be trifled with, for he 
started complying with the orders of Government, Clerk informing 
Metcalfe that the Raja had agreed to surr* rnJer the ' Nili ’ territory which 
was being made over to the Political Agent, Bhatti District.^ Clerk 

further observed : “ It is superfluous to add that the assurances.that 

the Raja's ministers were directed to convey to me of the ready compli¬ 
ance with the orders of Government previously intended were never 
inade to me. At the same time, I believe the Patiala authorities have 
not entertained any idea of offering open resistance to the execution of 
the orders, although it has not hitherto been much in their contemplation 
to declare formally or even to intimate eir compliance with them. I 
believe they expected the written remonstrance the J.ieuteiiant-Gover- 
n r addre'Sed for the third time would at least lead to a r newed dis¬ 
cussion regarding dates of occupation and thus avert for a s ason or 


(Continued from page 299) 

satisfie'^ w ith the Bfitiffh Gnvernmont of it- nctajpulotis regard for justice. 

it cannot prevent nnv violation of its >wn .1 warn you in the mo'^it 

solamn m nuer to avert from yourself the displeasure of the Paramount power 
by instaiifly complyizig witu the requisitioin which you have received from the 
surrender of the disputed tract. By so doing you will not compromise any 
claims which you may bo hereafter found to possess, but by persisting in 
disobedience the consequences may be fatal not only to those claims, but to 
your very existence as an independent Chief.*' 

Metcalfe to Clerk, March i8, 1837, B. N. d7, L. N, 30. 

Kharita from the Governor-General, Lord Auckland to the Haja of 
Patiala, and a letter from His Lordship to the Baja—February 24, 1837, B. N. 
37, p. 83. 

1. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 18, 1837, B N. 83, L. N. 6. 

The * Nili * was the land situated low down oo the river Qhaggar which 
was called - Nala ’ or • Nila * by the Sikhs ( B N. 37, L. N. 40, April IS 1827, 
and B. N. 83 L. N 17, April :'0. 1837 ) 
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knoTe the execution of any decisive measures in conformity to the late 
decision/*^ 


Metcalfe* directed that Clerk would leport when the territory, U 
be resumed by G vernment, had been occupied : the eas’eni portion of 
the surrendered territoy was to be annexed t Hariana and ti e western 
one to the Bhatti district. 


Clerk replie d* giving the number of the villages claimed by the 
British Government from the C iefs. He aho wrote that on the 4th 
instant, the oiSicers reported to him that 1 13 i^illages out of 122 villages 
on the Hariana frontier had been transferred to the Collector in Hariana 
together with four dependent villages not included in tue list ; 9 villages 


I. The Baja of Patiala sent Kharitas to the Qovornor>General and the Lieutenant^ 
Governor intimating that be had given up the places on the Hariana frontier, 
adjudged to belong to the British Government. Lord Auckland expressed hit- 
grotifica ion at the news and gave the Raja to und rstand that the Lieutenant- 
Governor would give his best attention to any r^aponable objection that he 
might urge though he was not willing to re-open the whole question, as was 
the wish of the Raja. His Lordship observed : It gratifies me to find that 

you ha e completely conformed to the requisitions of the British Government. 
1 think it necessary to undeceive you as to my intention with regard to the 
lands surrendered 0 8 you appear to have altogether mistaken my meaning. A 
long full and laborious investigation has been conducted into the question and 
I certainly never meant to encourage the revival in all its parts of the 
controversy,’* 

Metcalfe lo Clerk, August 7, 1837, B. N. 37, L. N. 73. 

Auckland to Karam Singh of Patiala, June 183/, B. N, 37, p. 234. 

i'. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 18, 1837, B. N. 37. L. N. 29. 

3 Clerk to Metcalfe, April 30, 18i>7. B. N 83, L. N, 17. 

The total number of villages involved was 218 Metcalfe made a sumoiary 
of Beirs voluminous report which was discribed as very clear and satisfactory 
by the Lieutenant-Governor. The following observations were made by Bell:^ 

(Ctmiinued on next page) 
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yet re^aaiaed to be discovered and Clerk was writing to Bell for further 
information. 33 villages, apparently ‘Dakhli* or dependent, not comprised 
in the list, were considered as belonging to the British Government, 
though Padala denied the right of the British Government; 25 villages 
claimed from Patiala on the frontier of Fatehabad had been tran¬ 
sferred to the British control. On the frontier of Sirsa, out of 
14 villages claimed from Patiala, 12 had been transferred; the 


(Continued from page 30 <) 

The decision of the Hyriana boundary was to be framed with reference 
to tVie status of 1^03. Those lands which wore in the possession cf the Sikh 
Chiefs at that period were to remain witn them and those held by the offioerr? 
of the Sindhia to be considered the property of the British Government. In 
Fatehabad, the British Government was to be guided by the basis of 
possession in 1809 and in the like manner, Sirsa and Kania, when the Parganas 
were annexed to British territory in 1818. Hariana oomprisd 19 districts which 
fell to the V^ahrabtas at the defeat of George Thomas Thirteen districts 
including Fatehabad, Sirsa and Rania had been platjsd under the immediate 
control of the officers appointed by the Sindhia and with the exception of 
Bhatner subsequently arnexed to the British domains; Saffedon and Dhatrai 
had been tr insferr^ d to Ka}a Bhag Singh of Jind. The territodos which remain¬ 
ed in dispute were, as follows : — 

(a) Kasaohan It oomfjrised 16 villages and was originally in possession 
of Patiala; George Thomas in 1798 wrested it and he in turn was ejected by 
Louis Burgoyne; Kassohan was then assigned to Bhai Lai Singh*cf Kaithal but 
lie transferred it to Patiala with whom it had remained ever since. The right 
of the Haja of Patiala was acknowledged in the case of Kassohan. 

(bl Goukpur Taaluq, It consisted of 15 villages- It had been wrested 
fri m Georg© Thomas by Louis Burgoyne and on the over-throw of Sindhia’s 
power had been taken possession of by the British. It was granted to three 
different Chiefs but was ultimately annexed in 1809 to British dominionH. 
Cop es of four letters were produced by the Baja of Patiala in support of his 
claim. Bell was of the opinion that the villages were the property of the 
British Government. 

(o) F*ort of Badsikri It was taken from Patiala by George Thomas in 
1798 and granted by Louis Burgoyne to Bhal L«il Singh of XCaithal. It was 

{Continued on next page 
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remHining 2 were not discovered. On the frontier of Rania, 76J 
villages had been transferr'-.d from the control of Patiala to that 
of the British. Captain Thoresby had taken charge of those 
villages; there was doubt about the identity of 4 villages on this 


{Continued from 'page 3!):^) 

r<?-8fored to Patiala in 1802. The claim of Patiala to Badaikn wa« aok* 
nowledged. 

id)F')rt of Kanhouris It originally belonged to Kaithal. It was wrested by 
Thomas and garrisoned for some time by Patiala but had been re-annexed to 
Kaithal before 1803. The right of Kaithal was admitted 

(e) lamailpur cum Sohana, There were at first oidy 11 estates but 
now the number had increased to 122- Between 1760-1778, these districts were 
over-run by Sikh or Bhatti plunderers* From 1778 to 1782, they were occupied 
by the troops of Raja Amar Singh of Patiala, From 1798 to 1802. Pohana was 
garrisoned by Thomas, From 1802 to 1803, the territory wus in General 
Perron’s pcsseseion, and ought to have formed a part of the company’s terri- 
tory from 1803. Ths Kaja of Patiala had not the possession of the territory at 
the time the Sindhia was over thrown. The Raja did not obtain tue pcsssea- 
sion of 11 villrtges until 1809. Bell had recommended the annexation of all 
lands now in p sses^ion of the Raja of Patiala to the South and’ W eat of a 
irontier line from Bohia to Kassohan which constituted the Sikh boundary 
betw’een 1803 and 1809. 

(f) Fatehabad, In 1774, Baja Amar Singh of Patiala conquered the 

Parganas of F«tehabad, Rania and Sirsa retaining them for him8elf( He gave 
some villages to Nabha and Kaithal. Patiala and Kaithal were in possession 
until 1783 when there was a famine. In 1784, the Bhattis re-possessed them¬ 
selves of the territory and retained it until 1811, two years after the annexation 
ef Fatehabad by the British. Th^ claim of the Sikh Chiefs was founded on 
conquest of 1774 but from 1783 to 1811 they had not held the district. Fateh- 
abad was declared to be British territory, and 25 villages from Patiala and 
,21 from Kaithal.46 In all......were to revert to the British Oovernment- 

(g) Sirsa. It comprised 27 villages of which Panhiari was taken posses¬ 
sion of in 1812 by Nabha; three villages were possessed by Patiala. These four 
were to be retained by them The remaining 23 villages... 14 belonging to 
Patiala, 8 to Nabha and 6 to Kaithal •. . which were in possession of t e 
Bhattis in 1818, were to revert to the British. All these villages had been 
8«ttle4 after 1818, the date of subj otion to British Government. 

(Continued on next page) 
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frohtier.' On the frontier of Patehabad, 21 villages claimed from 


(Continued from page 303) 

(h) Rania, It was of con8id»rabla size consisting of 10^ inhabitfd 
villages, of which Patiala possessed 77, Kaithnl 6, Nabha 2, Jumba 3, Arnowli 
H, and Dharadpur 6. The claims of the present possessors were founded on the 
right of conquest during 1772-74 by the Sikhw under Raja Amar Singh ot 
Patiala. He died in 1781 when the Bhattis readily seized the first opportu¬ 
nity to recover the greater portion of the territory and aided by the dis-union 
among the several Sikh Chiefs and the famine of 1783 finally succeeded in 
expelling the Sikhs from Rania. The claim of the Sikh Chiefs was limited to 
the possession of the territory for a period o eleven years from 1772 to 1783. 
From 1783 to 1821 t.e., three years after the annexation of Bhatti district? to 
British territory, the Sikh Chiefs possessed no lands within Rania So it was 
to belong to the British. 

(B. N. 36, L. N 98, November 8, 1836,—Summary of Bell’s Report, B. N. 

36. p. 374-81). 

I, 01«rk to Metcalfe, April 30, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 17, 

The list of the villages claimed was as fallows:— 

, Number. 

From Patiala on the frontier of IN.rgana Hariana. 122 

Patiala on the frontier of Pargaiia Fetehabad. 25 

Patiala on the frontier of Pargana Sirsa 14 and 

Rania 763 

Kaithal on the frontier of Pargana Fetehabad, 21 
KaitUal on the frontier of Pargana Sirsa 6, and 

Rania 4^. 10^ 

Nabha on the frontier of Pargana Sirsa 3, and 5 

Rania 2. 

Gulab Singh Shahid frontier of Pargana Rania. 6 

Arnowli on the frontier of Pargana Rania. 63 

Jumba on the frontier of Pargana Rania. 13 

Total 29B 

Apparently, the ‘Dakbli* or dependent villages were not inoluded in it, 
Again, Clerk does not include in this list 6 villages occupied by Dharadpur. 
The nnmber given by the Court of Directors was 236 1/3, from Patiala, 31 ^ 1/3 
Xcom Kaithal, 5 from Nabha, and 33 1/3 from other Chief, the tolal 
being 306« 

(B. N. 38, U N. 43) 



K^ithal had been transferred to the control of Captain Thoresby, 
6 villages on the frontier of Sir«a, in the possesaion of Kaithal. 
hid been transferred; 3 villages and one-third of another village, 
on the frontier of Ranta« had been received from Kaithal; a fourth 
village on the Rania frontier had not ye^ been traced. 


Of the 3 villages claimed from Nabha on the frontier of 
Sirsa, 2 had been transferred to the British control; for the third 
village on the same frontier, Clerk had written to the Raja of 
Nabha. Of the 2 villages claimed from Nabha, on the Rania 
frontier, one had been made over to Captain Thoresby while the 
other had not been yet disooverei. Clerk was addressing a letter 
to the ruler for that purp>sd.^ Sk villages claimed from Gulab 
Singh Shahid hid been transferred with the exception of one for 
which he had written to the Shahid Chief. Five villages and one- 
third o*^ another village, claimed from the Bhai of Arnowli had 
also been tranferred; thirteen villages claimed from the Jumba 
Chief, had also been handed ever to Government with the addition 
of one ‘Dakhli’ or dependent village. 


Metcalfe wrote to Clerk* in May 1837 that he was to receive 
and discuss any objection which might be urged by the Raja of 
Patiala or any other Chief, in the event of the whole of the 
territory having been made to the British Government.® He was 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, April 30, 1837, B.S. 83, L N. 17. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, May 29. 18.37, B.N. ,37. L.N 49. 

Metcalfe forwarded a letter of Lieutenant-Governor to Patiala, dated 
May 20, 1837 p. 150B 

3. The British weie very anxious to put on end to this long oontroversy and en¬ 

force principles enimoiated by Beilin bis report. Bellas view was that they 
should be rigidly enforced and that any deviation from these principles would 
only be attended with^milkihievoas dopieiqiteaoes. He had **lt will 

involve an unnecessary sacrifice of our just right, tend to encourage future 
aggressions, under the demarcation of a well defined boundary still more 
.difficult immediate disputes between the adjacent 

villages of ths two territories** 



[ 806 ] 


not to pay any heed to unreasonable objections; only those objec¬ 
tions were to be submitced. by hi a to Government which might 
appear to him well-founded Metcaife once again asked him to 
discourage '"the revival of vexatious controversy on points of detail, 
which may be considered as having been completely settled by 
notorious facts and the mass of evidence that has been recorded'*. 
Finally, he diiccted him to report whether all the territory on 
the Hariana or Bhatti frontier, included in Bell's award, had been 
occupied, so that all futur^i disputes might be avoided. 

C erk in reply^ requested Metcalfe to provide him with a 
copy of Bell’s map to enable him, in some instances respecting 
Ifinda not specified in the list of villages claimed, to determine to 
which side such I?)nds were to appertain. 


In August 1837, Metcalfe addresed six letters to Clerk in which 
he was asked to adopt immediate measures to ensure a complete cession 
of the tract in question,^ as Patiala and other Sikh Chiefs were adopting 
dilatory tactics. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 1. 18 :j7, B. N. 83, L. N. 26. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, August 12, 1837, B.N. 27, L,N. 76. 

Thoresby to Metcalfe, August 9, 1837, p. 242*44. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, August 14, 1837, B,N. 37, L.N. 77. 

Thoresby to Metcalfe, August 10, 1837; B.N, $7, p. 246.47. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, August 18, 1837. B.N. 37, L*N. 78. 

Thoresby to Metcalfe, August 4, 1837, B.N. 37» p. 361*52. 

Metcalfe to Clerk. August 80, 1887. B,K. 87, L«N» 88, 

^etoalfe to Qlerk Aueptst 31, 1887, B, N, 57, L. N. 84. 

{pmtmmi oh next pttge) 





In September, Clerk informed Metcalfe that 41 villages had 

not yet been transferred. 29 on tbe Hanana frontier and 12 on 

the Bhatti frontier.^ He lisd written to tha Raja of Patiala but had 
received no reply. However, he had received a message that the 
ministers of Patiala w'ould be wniting on him, though they had not 
yet arrived. Ho had heard that the Patiala authorities were waiting 
to hear from the Vakils at Agra and Calcutta, before complying with 
the requisition of Government. 


On September 11,^ Metcalfe once again addressed Clerk on the 
necessity of his adopting early and decisive measures to effect a 
complete cession of the tract in question. On September 22,^ he wrote 
that it was not clear whether the villages, said to have been surrendered 
by Pati da, embraced the whole tract and observed that if a complete 


Continued from page ^ 06 ) 

Thoresby to Metcalfe, August 28, 1837 B. N. 37, p, 294-95. 

Motoalfe to Clerk, September 4, 1837, B. N. 37, L. N. 85 

Soott to Motoalfe, August 26, 1837, B. N. 37, p. 297. 

The main burden of Thoresby'e letters was the reluctance of the local 
Patiala officials like Thanedars and Tahsildars to surrender the villages, 
assigned to the British Qovernment. In this connection, twelve villages 
figured prominently in (iiscussion with the ruler of Patiala. 

^ 8oott wrote to Metcalfe that he, Clark and Thoresby ought each to have 

a copy of Bell’s report; the two latter were to take possession of the places, 
included within tbs boandary line; if any hostile collision was expected, 
Clerk should be approached to demanil their surrender from the parties 
concerned- 

1. Clerk to Metcalfe, September 6, V 37, B. N. 83, L. N. 42* 

m. • 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, September H, 1837, B. N. 37, h. K. 88. 

Thoresby to Metcalfe, September 7, 1837 B. N 37, L, N. 88. p. ,307-S 


3. Metcalfe to Clerk, B. N, 37, L. N. 91. 




oesdion had been made, the Superintendent of the Bhatti district and 
the Collector of Hariana w uild have informed Government to that 
effect. Clerk was again requested to urge uporj the Raja of Patiala 
the necessity for a full and immediate complinrce with Gf veriiinrnt's 
orders. Thus the attitude of the Raja wasn't very helpfij. He was 
doing his best on varh us pleas nnd prelexts to avoid the transfer of 
as much of the disputed tract as possible. In his defence, it could be 

said that he had b^en occupying the tract ibr about twenty years and 
he genuinely believed that the Biitish would not take any notice of 
his encroachment. 


In February 1838,^ Metculfe instructed Clerk to ask the 
Raja ot Patiala to co nply without delay with Brown's requi ition 
or an ^ exparte ' doinar Jatioa wouM be made. The Raja thought 
that he might be able to prevail upon the Supreme Government, 
by a personal interview with Lord Auckland, the Governor-General, 
to renounce some of its claims. Bui even this mov?. was not 
successful because the Governor-General expressed his inability to 
comply with the Raja's request to be allowed to visit him at 
Simla.* 


1. Metoalfe to 01erk» Februarp 27, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N, 10. 

Brown to Metc*ife. February 12, 1838, B. N. 38, P, 31-32> 

Brown was the Collector of the Wes era Division and ho wautod to settle 
the boundaries of 18 villages in the disputed territory in Hatiana. luspite his 
l>est eifort, he oould not prevail on the ruler of Patiala to send his agent 
enable him to arrive at a decision. As Brown stated to Mtitoalfe :‘*I apprehend 
that the Raja’s disinclination to have the boundaries adjusted arises from a 
feeliag that bis doing so will be tantamount to a tacit aoknowlodginent on his 
part of our title to tkenri, a point which his odvisers persist in assuming to be 
still under coiHider.uion He a^kid Metcalfe to take necessary steps to 
secure the demarcation or permit him U) proceed to an exparte demarcation. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk. May, 31, 1838, B. N. 38. L. N. 24. 

Loril Auckland explained to the ruler why he could not receive him. 

(B. N. 38, p 123, May 18, 1838) 



The threat of *exparte' proceedings somewhat impressed the 
R«ja, for Mriting on June -7,^ Clerk reported that the Raja had 
at length deputed one of his ministers, Bir Singh, to discuss the grounds 
on which the British Goverment had taken ])05session of the tracts of 
the country of the Northern borders of Harian i and Bhatti. Bir Singh 
wanted to obtain a translation of Bell's report. CJ* rk was of the opinion 
that when the minister would be in possission of the grounds of 
Bell's decision, it would greatly facilitate the investigation proposed 
to be held. 


Metcalfe asked Clerk, in July, to call upon the Chiefs of Patiala 
and Nabha to depute their agents to remain in attendance on Captain 
Ros«, the vSup'Tintendent of Bha'ti territory.® That meant that the 
Patiala Chief had not .sent an agent to Ross, to settle the disp *te; though 
he was beinu repeatedly asked to do so. Writing again in August,* 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe. B, N. 83, L. N. 70. 

2 Metcalfe io Clerk, July 23. 1838, B. N, .8, L. N. 38. 

Rose to Metcalfe. July 20 1838, B. N. 38, p. 2U2. 

3. Mef cnife to Clerk, August 3, 1838, B. N. 30, L. N. 42. 

Met ca'ife also forwarded a despatch from Macnaghteu who sent a long 
extract from a despatch of the Court of OiroctorH dated February 13, 1838 
rc]a.tive to the resumption < f lands on the disputed frontier. 

(B. N. 38, p. 210, July 28, 1838). 

The extract wh ch gives a lucid and impartiai Kummary of iho caa* was, 
as follows :— 

“ This qu» St ion has been uoriUHlly under investigation for upwards of 
21) years during; witicb period its Bottlemeiit has bien delayed partly by the 
evasive preceedings of the Raja of Patiala aad partly by the uiviston of the 
attention cf Government to oti.er subjects. During the interval, the Raja's 
officers have establislied a great number of new viltageii) in the disputed 
territories. 

[Continued on next p fge) 
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Metcalfe called upon Clerk to report “ if any farther proceedings had 
: ren held relative to the resumption of the British Government of land 
from Patiala and if not the cause of delay whether arising “ from the 
neglect or pervers mss of the Patiala agents or from any uncontrollable 
< ircumstaiices on our j art/’ 


{Continued from page S09) 

In ft very minute investigation of the frontier questions at issue 

with Pfttift ft find other Sikh States was efficted by Mr. Brown, but no proceed- 
ings U)<»k plHco in consequence. Tn 18H5. Mr. Ross Bell w is deputed to the 
frontier to comfilete the inquiry and a principle was laid down by which all 
the p«oijt>8 in dispute wore to be determined. This principle was the state of 

ac ual pofiscssiori m the time when the districts. cume under cur dc^miniou 

by coiiquest.two further questions arose. First, whether districts not 

actually in tbo hands of the Sikhs at the period in question, but which they 
allege that the then poesepsor (General Perron) had promised to deliver to 
them, shall be considered to have been then in their possession or not. It has 
been decided that they shall not. Secondly^ on which side the burthen shall 
lie o proving actual posBOSsion. It has been decided that this burthen must 

rest with the Sikhs.Both these questions have thus been decided in our 

own favour .but yet we think the rights which those decisions assert, should 

not be strained to the utmost.The case is altogether a case for compromise 

and we much regret that the contumacious spirit of the Raja of Patiala who 
has done his utmost to throw obstacles in the way of inquiry, has i resented 

the matter from being adjusted in that manner.an award has been passed 

adjudging to oursf.lves 23tJ 1/3 villages possessed by Patiala.you have found 

it neccpsu’y to enforce your demand upon the Raja of Patiale for the surrender 
of tbe villagOH by a i breat of marching a military Icrce to his capital... 

L'lidcr these circumstances, the Couit desired the Governor-Generai to 
take a generous view, for it observed :— “ We are desirous not only that 

iha Kuja*s equitable claims should4>e respected, but that unless by continued 
o iituinaL'y, ho shah liave forfeited all title to indulgence, a li eral consideration 
should also be shown to tlic^ disappointment which he must exp^riaxioe at 
losing the valuable posscssiotis which be has created out of a desert and the 
same observation applic'^ to other Chirfs in a still greater degree because they 
have not shown the same contumacy. 

(B. N. 38f p. 217-20, dated February 13, No. 11 of 1838). 

The spirt of oaudour and liberality distinguishing the despatch deserves 
to be commended. 
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However, an accredited representative was sent by Patiala, as 
replying to the above letter, Clerk observed : that the Raja of Pauala, 
though authorised by th^ Kharita addressed to him by iLe Goveraor- 
Genejal as early as May 20, 1837, to depute his agents to Ambala, iii 
order to a rehearing of his claims to the territory on tiie borders cf 
Hariana and the Bhatli country, had only deputed an agent for such 
purpose on the 9th of June.^ The first propos tion of the agent had 
bten to get a translation of BelTs report and other English documents. 
Clerk added that the translations would take some tin e ; afier that, he 
would personall^^ go with the agent to the country in which the lands in 
disjiute were situated and settle the whole question. 


The first qn stion to be settled was that relating to the ‘ Nili ’ 
lands. In October,- Macnaghten authorised Clerk to furnish the Raja 
of Patiala with a copy of BelPs report in the case of the Nili villages. 
Writing a few months later,^ Metcalfe sought from Clerk information 
wi'ih respect to the progress made by the agents of Patiala slate in 
bringing to a close the long disputed question of the Nili tracts. He 
wrote that the period fixed by the Governor-General for. receiving 
arguments in refutation of BelPs report had long since elapsed and that 
he should submit the result of his farther conferences with the Patiala 
agents as eaily as possible. 


1. Clerk to Metoalfe, August 9, 183 H, B. N. 8.3, L. N. 79. 

2. Macnaghten to Clerk, October 13, 1^38, B. N. 38, L. N. 09, 

The Kaja was given 4 months to put his claim for the Nili villages Macnaghten 
also forwarded copies of correspondence exchanged between Supieme Qcvern- 
ment and Baja of Patiala (p, 310.12). In the final decision, no obange was 
made by the Supreme Government (B. N. 127, L. N. 85, November 12, 184[’); 
a little later, Metcalfe asked Clerk about the result of his negotiations with the 
Chief of Patiala and other Sikh States for the cession of certain estates in that 
region. (B. N. 83, L. N. 48, January 27, 1841). 

3. MeMf« ^ Oerk. Auguai 31,1839, B, K, 39,1,. N. H, 
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Clerk, in a letter to Maddock,^ St cretary at Calcutta, stated 
that he had reminded the Raja of Patiala of Government's orders, 
when the period of two months, allowed to him, to prepare a settle« 
meat of his objections to Ball's decision of ihe Nili case, was about 
to expire. But the Raja requested still more time, urging that 
the p^rty whom he had employed to translft.te Bell's report had been 
very diUtory ; 4nd that in order not to exceel ths tinx^ limit and 
to show his dilig nee, the Raja had forwarded a portion of his 
rt-plies which Clerk was transmitting. The Raja had assured Clerk 
that he was preparing the remainder of his objections with every 
pos ible degree of expedition consistent with the importance of the 
subject. Clerk concluded by saying that he was transmitting the 
replies of Pati ila at once “ as it may enable Government to form some 
judgment of the degr<;e of consideration which the arguments of the Raja 
seem likely to deserve.* 


1 Clerk to Maddock. August 27, 18S9, R. N. 83, L. N, 126. 

2. One letter of the Raja, dated Fehroary 28, 18*1, illustrates his attitude. Ho 
wrote, as follows :— 

received your letter recommending me not to prolong the discussion 
in the Nill case and to give a brief reply. The explanations and arguments 
offered at some length were intended merely to prove my right and not in 
any way to give unnecessary trouble. I am prepared to occupy the villages 
proposed to be made over to me ;jut of my hereditary territories of Nili, 
according to Mr. J. Conolly’s ( rest of the sentenoe missing ) of the villages 
of that district in which x have an equal claim will also be acknowledged. 
Any right to the rest of the villages in the district is equally well established 
and the doubts of the British Qovernmen^ con easily be removed by my 

agent.Any consent to the occupation of the villages proposed to be given 

up should not be considered as silencing or abolishing my oiatmi to the rest 
of the distn’ot was prtventing me from appealing to the justioe of a iovero** 
ment which has ' never yet permitted that any one should be unjustly 

subjected to loss.I beg therefore to request your reoommeadation to 

British Government of the acknowledgment of my just claims to the remaining 
villages** B. K. 82, last two pages (not enumerated). 

If that was the attitude of Raja of Patiida in 1841, one ckn very well 
imagine his tenaoity in 1888. 
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Maddock replied ^ that on condition that no unnecessary delay 
took place in completing the reply of the Raja of Patiala to the argu¬ 
ments of Bell, the Governor-General would be willing to admit it to be 
laid before him. It was left to Clerk's discretion " to determine and 
to communicate io the Raja, some not remote date " after which he 
would not be authorised to receive any further papers from him 
connected with his replies.® 

In 1840, Clerk was once again instructed to tackle the problem 
of Bhatti-Hariana frontier.® 


1. Maddock to Clerk. September 2. 1839, B. N. 39, L. N- 46. 

2. The Supreme Oovernment approved the decision of the Lieutenant-Governor 
in the Patiala— Nili dispute and refused to make any change in it. iTJnfor* 
innately, no details are available). 

Thomason to Clerk, November 12, 1840, B. N. 127, L. N. 86. 

Torrens to Thomason, October 19, 1840, B. N. 127, p. 272. 

Kdwardes to Clerk, June 3. 1841, B. N. 128, L. N. 90. 

Maddock to Thomason, May LO, 1841, B. N, 128, p. 281. 

3. Clerk wa« asked to negotiate with rulers of Lahore, Bahawalpur and Bikaner 
for their aid in survey and adjustment of boundaries in the Bhatti territory. 
The task proved to be equally baffling os would be clear from the following 
despatches;— 

Thomason wrote: ** As the basis on which this boundary with the 
Protected Sikh States has been fixed by the resolution of hth August last. 
His Honour hopes that no further obstacle will be opposed to the final closing 
of this long pending question.** Clerk was asked to point out to the ruler of 
l^bore and Bahawalpur that any further **contumaciou8 refusal*' to aid the sur* 
vey would debar them from the benefit of any favour the Govermnsint might 
otherwise be disposed to extend to them.'* If their agents refused to turn up> 
the revenue authorities had been instructed ** to make off sUoh boundaries on 
the best evidence procurable**; no objections on the score of their non- 
attendance would be regarded. So they were to be asked to depute their 

(B. N- 127, L. N. 36, September 14, 1840). 


(CotUipu^ m 
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A few months later,' Thomason, Secretary to the Govern¬ 
ment of North-West Provinces, inquired of Clerk what progress had 
been made in the negotiations regarding the disputed boundaries. 
He also forwarded Metcalfe's letter giving the latter's views regarding 
the transfer to Government of certain villages belonging to Patiala.* 

[Centinued from page 313) 

Metcalfe had forwarded to Thomason three letters from Robinsoni 
Superintendent, Bhatbi territory (B. N. 127, p. 71). In the first letter, Robinson 
had informed Metcalfe that the boundaries between Lahore, Bahawalpur, 
and Bikaner could not be settled, except by himself in the next cold weather. 
Bikaner had agreed to send its agents but Lahore and Bahawalpur had not 
agreed to do so. (July IS, 1840, p. 71). In the second letter, Robinson wrote 
that Patiala had refused to accede to his wishes. ^August 18, 1840, p. 72) ; in 
the third, he pointed out that Nabha ond Kaitbal had not agreed to send their 
agents and that no survey was possible till the boundaries had been settled. 
The States c,r Chiefs concerned were : Baba alpur, Bikaner, Jumba, Arnowli, 
Gulab Singh Shahid, Nabha, Patiala and Kaithal. He added that the 
Lieutenant-Governor should compel the attendance of the agents of these people 
(p. 72-73, August 31. 1840). 

Again, in May 1841, Metcalfe requested Clerk to make another attempt 
to bring the boundary disputes to a speedy termination and to stop the 
encroachment of Bahawalpur and Bikaner Chiefs .'►n the British territory. (B. 
N. 128, L. N. 81). 

Also see, B. N. 126, L. N. 116, B. N. 149. L. N. 88, and B. N. 127, 
LL, N, 2 and 65. 

That shows not only the bewildering nature of the problem but also the 
sincerity of the efforts of the local British officials to solve it in face of so 
much disoouragement 

1. Thomason to Clerk, January 11, 1841, B. N 128, L N, 8. 

Metoalfe to Thomason, December .30, 1840, B. N. 128» p. 13. 

2, Metcalfe sent copies of three communications from Brown, the Collector of 
Hariana. in the last f which the latter had observed that five villages belong¬ 
ing to Patiala and two of Kaithal should be retained by Government. Metoalfe 
believed that it would be useless to enter on the question of their transfer 
unless the arrangement suggested by Conolly, who had been appointed to arbi« 
trate in 1840, was acceded to and the result of Clerk's reference to the Chiefs 
known. Patiala, as Richmond subsequently pointed would hot 

(S; Jt m, t, Vt. 47, and IW, L. K. iWi, 
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Replying) Clerk remarked that he had met the Raja of Patiala 
a number of times in personal conference and had exchanged letters 
with Maharijja KarMni Singh on the subject both previous and sub¬ 
sequent to the receipt of his letter ^ He, however, found it impossible 
to induce the Raja to resign his pretensions to more of the territory 
in question than had been awarded to him by Conolly*s decision.^ 
It wa^ unn cessary to give the details of several discussions that 
Clerk had with the Maharaja and his agents. Their substance was 
that ConolJy, like Bell, hai adjudicated without making proper 
investigations and that be had not acquired all the information 
regarding tracts aojudged by Bell to the British Government, which 
was necessary to form a correct view of the whole question. Clerk 
declared that the findings of Bell had been on an 'exparte* nature as he 
had not the means of hearing any other evidence.® He concluded 
by saying that it was very difficult to attain a final adjustment 
of the case and that the only alternative that he could recommend 
was the reinvestigation by Conolly of the remaining parts in the 
same manner as he had inquired into a considerable portion.* 

Again, Clerk was of the view that what had already been 
adjudged to Putiala should be occupied by the officials of that state, a.s 
it would relieve their own officers and was desirable for purposes of 
Police. Unfortunately the Raja was disinclined to accept the territory, 
unless he was allowed to adduce evidence in support tf his claims to 


1. Clerk to Thomason, March 19, 1841, B. N. 83, L. N. 171* 

3. As already observed, Conolly had been appointed to effeot some sort of oompro* 

misa with PAtiaU- 

3. The defect was. as Clerk pointed out, that Bell bad gone on with his work on 
the disputed frontier and at Simla, although the Patiala authorities had refused 
to associate their agents with him. The proceedings should have ceased until 
the Raja had been either persuaded or compelled to appoint his agents. 

4 , Oaptain W. Brown had been appointed to survey the Bhalti oountry in 
September 1840 (B.K. 127, L.N.86). 
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tracts still retained by the British.^ Clerk added that if Government 
considered Patiala not entitled to any further hearing in the case, 
the Raja should be apprised that in the event of his not receiving 
charge of the territory unconditionally within a certain period, he would 
forfeit the arrears of revenue, which were to be paid to him. The 
f ther Chiefs concerned in the case were willing to recfive what had 
been assigned to them out of the disputed territory. 

A few days later, Clerk addressed a despatch to Robinson, 
Superintendent, Bhatli territory, on the subject of boundaries between 

the Sikh States and the Hariana villages.* He expressed himself in 
favour of a decision by arbitration which appeared to him a more 
satisfactory mode of adjustment than the equal pariition decreed by 
the Superintendent,* 


In regard to his complaint that the Raja of Patiah was delay¬ 
ing to send an agent to him, Cierk wrote that it was caubed by the 
Raja b apprehensions that doing so would be an abandonment of his 
claim “to the possession of these lands which it is now proposed to 
survey as belonging to the british Government”. He added that he 
would require the Patiala Government to abide by decision of the 
boundur 3 ^, which had been agreed to by vhe zamiudars and dehned 
by the Panchayati.^ 


1. Clerk to Thomason, March j9, 1841. B.N. 83, L.K 171. 

2. Clerk to Robinson, March 1841, B.N. 87, L.N. 172. 

a. Clerk declared that the decisions made by arbitration were permanent and quoted 
the example of Kot Kapura and the Froteoted Sikh States between whom the 
most obstinate and violent boundary dispute had been settled in that way. He 
addsd : ‘-Being their own system they like it and though they may suffer, they 

will generally respect it. The suspension of a survey is comparatively 

of little importance when the object of delay is to lay down a satisfactory 
boundary between two countries whose people have for centuries been acoue* 
tomed to b; rder feuds. 

4. As Robinson pointed out, Clerk could not persuade the Raja to agree. (B. N, 132, 
|i* 12*14^ 




It is no wonder that Government seemed to have become 
tired of Patiala’s attitude, for in August 1841, Thomason wrote to 
Clerk to ascertain if the Raja of Patiala meant to accept the 
award in dispute, as the uncertainty was prejudicial to the prosperity 

of the country * He further observed : *‘His Honour has long been 
convinced of the prejudicial efftct, which must be produced on the 
prosperity of the country and welfare of the people by the con¬ 
tinuance of the dibcussion with the Patiala Ri;ja on the subject 
of the boundary. The final decision of the Local Government 
has now been pronounced and confirmed by the Supreme Govern¬ 
ment. The Patiala Ryja has bten called upon at once to say 
whether he will accept or reject these terms; and been warned, 
that unless he quickly accepts them, they will be considered cancelled 
This cmrse has been approved by the Supreme Government’’. 


‘*No intimation, however, of the resolution, of the Patiala 
Government has yet been received and His Honour feels that the 
interests of the inhabitants of this tract of land imperatively demand 
a speedy and final decision". 

‘*You are now requested to take the subject again into 
your consideration and explain to the Raja the necessity for an 
early declaration of the course which he intends to pursue and to 
report the result." 

This letter seemed to have produced seme effect on the Raja 
who moderated his demand with the result that tome villages on the 
Hariana frontier were restored to lim and other Chiefs; in December 
1841, the new Secretary at Agra, asked Clerk to depute an Amin to 
assist the Ccllector at Hariana in transferring the lands awarded by 


^ ThomaBoa to Clerk, Auguat 7, 1841, B. K. 129, L. K« 132. 




Conolly and approved by the Lieutenant-Governor.^ In this connection, 
some land in the His^ar district was also transferred to the Chiefs and 
the boundary iine in Hariana was thus more or less fixed.* 

However, th^ Baatti boundary was not settled as in 1^42. 
Hatnilton appeiled to Clerk to remove every obstacle to the speedy 
ermination of the dispute^. He also referred to the appointment of 
Robinson as an assistant under Clerk who was expected ‘*to employ that 

officers* services effectu d]y in connection with this duty'* and forwarded 


]. Hamilton to Clerk, December 27, 1841, B. N. J28, D-N. 262. 

Hamilton to Metcalfe, December 27, 1841, B. N. 128, p. 532. 

On December 12,1841, Clerk reported to Thomason that he had already 
instructed his assistant, Greathed, to make over to Patiala the villages alloied 
to him by Conolly* (B. N. 152, p. 237). 

Again Clerk wrote to the Collector at Hariana, that he had deputed two 
Amins to assist in making over charge of the villages, to be ceded to the 
several Sikh authorities, according to Conolly *8 decision. (B. N. 86, L. N. 311, 
January 17, 1842). 

The Collector informed Clerk tha» he had been instruoied to carry into 
effect Conolly’s decision and requested him to s^nd an Amin (B. N. 56, JL. N. 23. 
January 19, 1842) and Clerk wrote back that he had already despatched tw> 
Amina to assist him in the decision regarding the land in dispute between 
Patiala and Oovernment, (B. N. 86, L. N. 346, January 31, 1842), 

t. 'Hie Collector asked Clerk to direct the Patiala, Nabha, and Kaithal Ghiefe to 
acknowledge that they had received those lands (B. N. 55, L. N. 183). As 
Robinson wrote to Metcalfe, the Hissar boundary was defined as fixed. (B. N. 
132. p. 12-14). 


;• Hamilton to Clerk, Jaunary 17, 1842, B. N. IZt, L N. 9. 
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a copy of the former’s letierl addressed to Metcalfe, ii explanation of 
the causes of delay in carrying into effect i ae wisiies of Government as 


1« RobinBon to Metoalfe, D^^ot^mber Sl» 1841. B. N. 132, p. 12.—14. 

The letter of Robinson ia important because it tella ua the poaition in 
which this long diapute is left by Clerk. There is no other nTerence to it 
after June 1842; Clerk went over to Lahore aa Envoy in October of the same 
year and afterwards left the Punjab for good in June 1843. 

Robinson wrote to Metcalfe: “If a reference ia made to Mr. Conolly's 
report of the 23rd of May and Government resolution thereon, it will be seen 
that the Htasar boundaries were defined and a survej completed during the 
period of that officer’s deputation, but for my district it waa proposed to give 
up all those villages lying north and east of a line drawn from Qudha to 
Abobar. Mr Conolly, however, explained that as a preliminary measure the 
whole frontier must be surveyed, after which I was, in conformity with his 
views to mark the tract of country for relinquishment and aubmit my report 
to Government. 

During the last year, 1 was engaged in such boundaries as the Sikh Chief 
would allow me to define and such ns 1 had finished were surveyed by 
Captain Brown but a line of nearly thirty miles remains to be completed and 
accordingly that officer intends shortly sending on^ of his assistants to under¬ 
take the same, on receipt of the map.I shall submit my report to Govern¬ 

ment which will enable of their passing final orders but at present it is quite 
impossible to say what villages will be retained or given up.* * 

In regard to the attitude of the Chiefs, Robinson jinformed Metcalfe that 
ail except the Chiefs of Kaiihal and the Shahid Sardar bad refused to depute 
their agents—‘for example, Kabha did not send any agent; similarly Patiala 
withdrew her own deputy and refused to send any ocher. This was responsible 
for inordinate delay and, according to Robinson, the Chiefs had no right to 
expect a speedy relinquishment of their villages when his sincere efforts to 
promote their interests were met by a most unworthy spirit of opposition on 
their part. 


{pontinuti on next pag^ 
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far as his district was concerredJ 

2, Dispute over Lashkar Khan K1 Serai between Patiala and the British 

Government. 

The estate known as Lashkar Khan Ki Serai bad been given to 

the two widows of Sardar Mohar Singh Nishanwala.Varai and 

Bhagan. In January 1829, Murray had reported the death of Bhagan, 
the last of the widows, who had left a childless daughter married to a 
zamindar at Amritsar. Consequently, there were no heirs to this estate 
and Murray had taken possession of it*. 


[Continued from page 319) 

That the boundary was not fixed in Richmond's time and that the Raja 
of Patiala remained thoroughly diasatisefied with the award and was not willing 
to exchange any village even in Hariana for the sake of a more regular bound* 
ary on that border would be clear from the following letter of Richmond, dated 
September 4, 1844 

Mr. Conolly’s decision was approved in 1840 and what attempts my 
predecessor may have made to induce the Raja of Patiala to agree to an 
exchange must have been as unsuccessful as my own. I addressed the Raja 
on the subject in the month of February last and also explained our wishes 

at length to the agents.I asked the Raja to write finally whatever he 

wished to urge on the question generally as continued doubt and delay was in- 
advisable .... he will not agree to the exchange desired and that he continues 
to brood over what he considers a deprivation of territory. The Raja thinks 
that to exchange villages which he looks as rightfully his own should be a 
relinquishment of his claims. 

I take the opportunity of calling to your remembrance that no final 
orders have yet been received with regard to the boundary of Bhattiana and 
the Protected States and that many villages which it was proposed to restore 
are still under sequestration’*. (B N. 160, L.N. 47). 

In the absence of any other relevant letters, I have to leave this dispute 
here with the boundary, especially of Bhattiana unsettled and Raja Karam 
Singh of Patiala sullen and angry at the attitude of the British Government. 

2^ Clerk to Martin, September 26, 1831, B.K. 77, L.N. 76. 

Clolebrcoke to Murray, January 10, 1829, B.N. 29, L.N 6. 

Hurray to Qoleb^ke^ February 8^ 1829, B.N. 76^ 
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The estate comprUed the village of Dudl; near Ambala and several 
other villages, situated about forty miles to the north-west of Ambala, 
These distant villages were held in co-parceny with Patiala ; Clerk 
pointed out that Murray had proposed to report again on the subject of 
their exchange with villages of Patiala, situated near Ambala. Further, 
Murray had been of the opinion that the share of Bhagan should be 
given to Patiala on Rs. 2100 a year, as the British management might 
prove expensive.^ 


Clerk informed Martin, the Resident at Delhi, that Dudla had 
been taken over by Gov( rnment but the esch'.^at of Lashkar Khan Ki 
Serai and its dependent village s remained in abeyance, on account of 
the claims of the Raja of Patiala. Only a Chanrasi of the Agency had 
been stationed there to receive the revt^nue and keep it in deposit. 
Talking about the claim of the Raja, Clerk observed that he was basing 
his claim on a lett< r of Birch apprising him that (>n the demise of the 
widow, the estate would revert to him. An order to this effect had 
actually been passed by Birch and Ross^ and Clerk acknowledged that 
the copy of the f^»rmeT's letter was in his office. 

According to Clerk, the basis of Patiala's claim should be the 
states of the estate in 1809, when the British control was extended to 
the Cia-Sutlej Chief#. As Clerk pointed out, it was not asseited by the 
Raja that he was in actual possession of it. Had he been able to do so 
succe sfully, his claim would have been admitted according tq the 
principles which had guided the decision of the Government in such 
cases’. Further evidence might be sought about the position of the 


1. Murray to Colebrooke, February 1828, B.N, 75, L.N. 298. 
t. Clerk to Martin, September 26, 1831, B.N. 77, L.N. 76. 

Clerk also forwarded a statement submitted by Patiata ruler with bis own 
comments (p. 70—74). 

8. Clerk was the view that the determination of this matter, trifling as it might 
appear to be, involved a point deserving of eome consideration. 
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rstate in 1809. Clerk, like Murray, sugge ted that Lashkar Khan Ki 
Serai might be treated as an e*^cheat by Government which fnight then 
exchange it for villages belonging to Patiala in the vicinity of Ambala. 
This would enable the Rajn of Patn.la at a very cheap price, though not 
exactly in his own way, to succeed to Bhngan's share of Lashkar Khan 
Ki Serai. Clerk also reported that there were many Persian records in 
the office which contained references on the late widow's part to the 
local British authorities for pn^tfction against the encroachment of 
Patiala on her rights. Writing to Prinsep, Secretary to the Governor 
General, Clerk acVnowledged the two Khnritas sent by the Raja of 
Patiala but even after reading them, his v’ew about Lashl^ar Khan Ki 
Semi remaii ed unchanged.' The Chief could not prove that the estate 
was in Patiala's possession in '809, when it sought the British Protec¬ 
tion. With regard to the Raja's declaration ef the anguish and de¬ 
gradation that he would suffer in the event of his not obtaining the 
property in di^^ptite, Clerk observed : ‘‘There are other Chiefs of his 
equality who would on the same ground feel degraded as the British 
Government in 1809 loruaranteed Patiala against all claims on such of his 
possessions as had previously been wrested from others." The Resident, 
in acknowledgincr the receipt of Clerk's letter of the 26th September, 
agreed with him that the determination of the question at issue de- 
p nded upon the state of possession in 1809*. He went on to say that 
he “should have considered the reinstatement of the widow Varai by 
St David Ochte^lonv who is known to have entertained a strong pre¬ 
dilection in favour of the Patiala Raja and to have been very jealous 
of the security of the rights of that state as conclusive proof of the fact 
of the possession at that time if the orders of Captains Birch and Ross... 
did not appear to be inconsistent with it". Finally, he admitted that 
there certainly appeared to be “strong presumptive grounds" for 
questionning the justice of the Raja's claim. 


1. Clerk to Prinsep, September 30, 1831, B.N. 77, L.N.II3. 
3, Martin to Clerk, October 3. 1881, B.N, 31, L.N. 7?, 
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Clerk replied to the Resident in October, He informed 

fiim that the orders.passed by Birch and Ross in the case of Lashkai 
Khan Ki Serai did not appear to have been the result of any reference 
to higher authority nor subsequently to have received such confirma¬ 
tion. Clerk thought that Ross's letter did not contain any declaration 

similar to that which appeared in the order passed by Birch.the one 

f ivourable to the claim of Patiala. The purport of Ross's letter was to 
induce the withdrawal of Patiala sep 03 ’s from the Serai saying that such 
interference on the part of the Raja could only have been had recourse 
to in aid of the widow's obligation to protect travellers on the road. 
The Raja was plainly told in the letter that until that period his forces 
had never been stationed in the Serai. 

About the letter of'Diwan Mokham Cband, the general of Maha¬ 
raja Ranjit Singa, it seem *d to be written in defence of his having 
previously re-instated Gurmukh Singh, the son of Mohar Singh Nishan- 
wala, asserting thit there was no violence or injustice in such a measure 
and therefore im lying that Gurmukh Singh, who was the son of that 
Chief and Varai, WA> supported by him only in what was right and 
proper. Ihe account of Barkat Uilah Munshi made the period of its 
recovory by IVuial i su isequent to Mete life's mission to Lahore. As 
Patiala did not attempt to prove possession of the property at the 
period of coming under British Protection, Clerk said that it might be 
presumed that no such proof existed. 

Martin wrote to Clerk in October, 1831,* wishing him to obtain, 
• possible, a copy of any proceeding which might have been held by 


I. Olerk to Martin, Ootobar, IS, 1831, B.K. 7t, L.N. 9e. 
S. Martin to Clerk, October 27,1831, B.N. 81, L.N. 88 . 




Ochterlony on ro-insbating the widow of Mohat Singh in possession of 
Lashkar Khan Ki Serai. If there be such a document, Martin believed, 
an examination of it w« uld at once determine the question respecting 
the claim of the Raja of Patiala which appeared to be corroborated by 
the tenor of Birch’s letter. Referring to Ochterlony’a decision, Birch 
h id concluded that thi^ award provided only for the life tenure of the 
Sardarni. It seemed unlikely as Martin remarked that Birch would 
iriveso expressly admitted the Raja's eventual right to the possession 
of the Serai. Ross had also been of the same opinion but Clerk 
was asl<ed to ascertain the point. Ochterlony's decision must 
have beer based on considtratioii of the state of possession of 1809, 


In November 1831^, Prins^ep addressed Clerk on the subject of 
^ tiie claims of Patiala ; the Governor-Gt-neral had no inteniion to inter¬ 
fere with the Course which Clerk was thinking of pursuing in tesp ct to 
the village in question or with his proceedings of the investigation of the 
claims of all parties. 


It was in April 1812*, that Clerk addressed a letter to Fraser, 
the new Resident^ on the subject of tht lapsed share of Lashkar Khan 
Ki Serai. Clerk also forwaided an urgent appeal from the Raja of 
Patiala who had been prompted to the course by huding him adamant 
in the matter of the nght of the British Government t3 consider the 
disputed share of Lashkar Khan Ki Serai as an escheat. According to 
Clerk, the Raja was still anxious to recover possession of the lands in 
question. 


1. Prinsep to Clark, November 12, 1831, B.N. 31, L*N. 89. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, April 10, 1832, B,N. 78, L.N. 19, 
t* Fraser took eharge on Maroh 10, 1832. 
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Clerk aijaia pointed out how Murray had recommended that the 
lapsed estate should be restored to Patiala in li<*u of viJIaprs of the 
s^fite, that mipht be in the vicinit}^ of Ambala and yield an equal 
revenue^ Unfortimately the Raja did not appear to be reconciled to such 
an arrangemeui ; he was not averse to giving son e compenaatioh, though 
not in larui. Clerk suggested that the Raja should be asked by 
(rovernment to build a bridge over the river Ghapgar, the necessity for 
which was gr* atly felt by the people. 


In April 1812*, Fraser asked information about certain pointt?. 
For example, he wanted copies of statements furnished by the late 
widows of Moh.ir Singh and the Raja of Patiala at different times ; he 
nls'» required Clerk to provide him with copies of n presentation made 
by the la^e wi ows against the Patiala officers in the time of Ochterluny, 
Ft ser a so adv s d Clerk to take the evidence of the old servants of tlu- 
widows and of old family ‘Mutsaddis’, provided that they h id not been 
bribed by the opposite party. Clerk was also asked to find out the 
proportion in which the revenue had been shared among the two co¬ 
parceners and to wh .m the right of local rule and authority had belonged 
<'md how it had been exercised. 


Clerk sabiuitted uis reply in May 1812^, with all the documents 
relating tu the estate in dispute. In regard to the shares of the collec¬ 
tion realized by Patiala or Varai, they had varied. At one time the 
latter received the moiety, after which Patiala usurped three-fourths; 
subsequently, through the help of the local British authorities, the 


1. The revenue was about Rs. 2000 per annum* (B.N. 78,L.N 19). 

2. Fraser to Clerk, April 23,133i, B.N. 32, L.N . 18. 

8 . Clerk to Freeer, ICey 31. 1832, B.N. 78. L.M. 80. 

ne deeig a at ion of tba Beeideat at Delhi, wee eheofed to the Ageat, 
lloranMr—Chiiaarat, Dalhi, foam May 1,1SI2. 



widbw^s share was fixed at six annas in the rupee*. Clerk also sent a 
bri4f account receiv, d from a Moh nnrnadan which might be considered as 
establishing the r<ght of the widows to that degree of authority, in main¬ 
taining which they had been repeatedly supported by the countenance 
and the dir. ct interference of British authority, the most marked instance 
of which wa«i the removal by orders of Ross of the Patiala sepoys, from 
the Serai, at the instance of the widows. 


About six months later. Clerk addressed another letter to Fraser* 
in which he said that the question regarding the share in the revenue of 
the estate of Lashkar Khan had not been decided till that time. 
Moreover, the claim of Government, which was being disputed by Patiala 
had been under discussion for the past four years, but no decision had 
been arrived at. That was leading to unpleasant relations between the 
two governments. As Clerk remarked * The claim with which Patiala 
clings to his supposed right to the coritrol and possession of this portion 
of the state also are the occasitn at times of unpleasant alteration 
between him and the manager on the part of the British Government.** 

However, Government ultimately decided on keeping its lapsed 
share in Lashkar Khan Ki Serai under its own control, inspite of 


1. Clerk gave a detail«»d aoeount of the four villages.Lashkar Khan Ki Serai, 

Biaipury Chukand Itana.the mode of ooUeotion of reveoue and the share of 

Patiala State, (B.N, 78, p. 72—77). 


S. Clerk to Fraser, December 15, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 83. 
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Clerk's recommendation to the contrary. On July 1. 18:^6,* Metcalfe 
forwarded a letter to Clerk from the Secretary at Agra in which the 
Lieitenxnt-Governor sanctioned the annexation. 


About three years later, Clerk again wrote to Metcalfe about 
Lashkar Kh^n Ki Serai.* He said that he had been pressed by the 
Rnja of Patiala to bring to the notice of Government once again 
the subject of the estate. He also forwarded the copies of correspon¬ 
dence since its escheat. As already mentioned, for the escheat being 
relinquished to P'ltiala, the Raja had proposed to build a bridge over 
the Ghaggar where it intersected the high military road from K trnal to 
Ludhi j/ia. Clerk w^-nt on to say that Ochterlony had been in favour of 
constructing such a bridge but the estimate, about Rs. 40.000, caused the 
scheme to be Abandoned. He, therefore, recommended that the Serai 
should be given o Patiala on his promising to build the bridge but 
wante I Government to stipulate that the Raj i could not levy any dutv 
in the ceded territory. Of course, in the village of DudJa, the Raja 
had no pretensions. 


Metcalfe wrote back* to say that Clerk should furnish him with 
copies of letters subs'^quent tti Fraser's letter of August 6, 1834, before 
getting the orders of Government. 


l, Metcalfe to Clerk, July 1, 1835, B. N. 36, L. N*. 32. 

Soott to Metcalfe, June 24, 1836, B. N. 35, p. 281. 

Fraser had addressed a letter to Maonaghten in which he had painted out 
why he had recommended the annexation of the laps^ share in ^-sshlrnr 
He said that the place was situated on the great North-West military road 
which should he brought as far as possible under the direct control of Govern* 
meat. Moreover, the sale of the estate to Patiala would be an act of injuitioe 
to about five hundred famililM who desired to live under the British oodtroL 

Fraser to Clerk, Maroh 3, 1834, B. N, 34, L. N« 2. 

FraMr to Ifaeni^hten, March 1, 1834, B. N. 

- to Idetoplfe, % 18?^ B. $2* 

^ |f«iealfe to Clerk, September 17, B. Kt 88 , K. 68 , 



The question was settled finally in March 1839. Metcalfe 
forwarded a letter from Maddock in which the Governor-General declined 
acceding to the application of the Raja of Patiala to make over to him 
the rights of the British Government in Larihkar Khan Ki Serai. His 
Lordsh p pointed out that the Couit of Directors would disapprove of the 
proposal. In regard to constructine a bridge across the Gh ggar, the 
Governor-General diclared that Government was not prepared to pay 
the whole of the expense of a work which would be done in the name of 
the Raja of Patiala and that if he so desired, he could build it at his 
own expense.^ 

3. British Government and the Raja of Slrmur or Nahan. 

It was in Ot tober 1831*; that Clerk addressed a letter to Prinsep 
on the subject of certin requests made to the Governor-General by the 
Raja of Sirmur * Talking of the two parganas of Ja^isar and Bhavvar, 
which had been occupied in 181 after the Gurkha war by the British. 
Clerk could not understand the motive of retaining them. It did not 
appear that consideration of military nature was the inducement, as no 
British posts wtre staToned any where in those parganas including the 
Kiarda valley. The revenue from these tracts amounted to about 
Rs. 13,00') p r anrmni. It had also b* en stated that all or pirt of these 
distri ts would be restored to the ruler at his attaining the age of 
discretion. If that was the case. Clerk was ready to believe that these 
districts might have been retained in lieu of tribute which could not 
have been so punctually realized from Sirmur, on account of its ruler's 
minority and the disordered state of the country.* 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk. March 21. 1838, B. N. 39, L N. 13. 

Maddock to Metcalfe. March 20. 1839, B. N. 39, p. 146. 

2, Clerk to Prinaep. October 10, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 90. 

8. The Governor-General had asked Clerk to report cffioially the Nahan Raja's 
offer to take the Kiarda valley and also to give a history of its management. 
(B. N. 31. L. N. 42). For earlier correspondence see ;— B. N. 18, L. N. 193, 
B. N, 21, L. N. 95. B. N, 27. LL. N. 66 and 180, B. N. 17, L. N- 111, B. N. 27. 
L. N. 65. 

The Supreme Government was not anxious to transfer either the 
parganas or the valley. Later on, it ohanged its view as far as the latter wa 
oonoerned. 

4. CHwk to FrinMp, OotoUr 10, Ittl. a N. 77.1. W. W. 
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The ruler, being of age, was willing to offer a ‘nazrana’ for the 
restoration of these districts. Clerk said that if the Raja were willing 
tO’offer an annual or fixed tribute, his request should not be considered 
unreasonable.* But the ‘Sanad’ restoring a portion of the old Sirmur 
State to the Rsja did not warrant ony such implication. On the 
contrary, it declared, after detailing the sereral places, which had been 
separated from the state, that he Raja was " never even to desire " to 
r-oover them. Clerk felt that it was from motives of humanity perhaps 
that Go/ernment did not like the peop’e of the P.trganas to be given 
back to the rule of the Nahan Raj a. According to him, the happiness 
and prosperity of the people of Jausar and Bhawar seemed to be 
incumbent on the Briti h Government, as they had been very loyal in 
the days of the Gurkha War .* But this consideration could not be 


1. Clerk referred to a despatch of July 27, *vhich oontaiaed a reoomnienda 

tioa favourable to such a proposal in the following words :— 

'*.that in the fact if at any time during the minority or his attaining 

the age of maturity, the care and attention oi the oontrolUug administration 
should hivo enabled them to raise or oocmaand the sum of two lakhs of rupeos, 
the payment of that sum towards the Uquidatiou of the great expense incurred 
in effecting the restoration of the family without the slightest exertion or 
contribution of any kind on their part should be considered to exempt them 
from all future tribute whatever”. 

2. Clerk quoted an extract from the Chief Secretary to Government^ da^ed Blay 

2S, 1616. It was, as follows 

**The people of this district acted with more seal and spirit and apparent 
sincerity against the Gurkhas than almost any other class of persons in that 
quarter. On this account, it will be proper to secure to them the enjojrment 
of all their just rights i^id privileges and a stipulation to this effeot fhotild be 
entered into with ^he Qovemmeiit of the Sirmur in their favour". 
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applicable to the retention of the Kiardadun where c mparativcly there 
were fewer inhabitants to transfer.^ Unfortunately the luler was not 
prepay d to accept Kiirdadim alone; h^* wanted Jausar and Bhawar 
also Tt depended on Government whsMher these districts should be 
ceded or not ; if they were :"iven hack, Vw danger was that they might 
be again abandoned and reduced to utter d^'KolatioIl. Moreover, th ‘ 
construction of a new road through the valley had rendered it more 
frequented by travellers and merchants''^ 

Raja Fateh Porkash also laid claim to the following territorii 


1, Clerk to Prineep, October 10, 1831, B N. 77, L N. 90. 

Clerk algo traced the early history of these districts He said that cut e 
t ese districts yielded about Rs 40,000 a year and comprised 80 villages. They 
were laid waste by Najib Khan, one of the ministers of Shah Alam and revenue 

fell to about Rs 2,000 per annum. The Sikhs also plundered these dietriola ; 
in 180S (Sambat 1866), the Gurkhas occupied it, After the defeat of the 
Gurkhas in 1816, these tracts came to be occupied by the British Government. 
Till 1824, they were farmed to the Raja of Sirmur when Murray reported 
that In consequence of the Raja's oppression, the valley had deteriorated 
greatly and the population had decr*>ased. He had resumed the tracts on 
behalf of the Biritish Oovernmen<v Earlier also Birch had declared himself in 
favour of retraining Kiardadun. The Kiarda valley was described by Clerk, 
as being a beautiful and fertile valley—22 miles lo.ig and about 3 miles wide, 
yielding every kind of grain. 

2, Clerk pointed out that no improvement had resulted even from British rule, 
although Government had imposed light taxation and abolished the customs- 
duties. Fever and other diseases were prevalent, making the hill unhealthy. 

3, Clerk to Prinsep, October 10, 1831, B N. 77, L.N. 90, 
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(a) Jubbal. It had f jrtnerly belonged to the Raja of Sirmur 
and under the Gurkhas paid a revenue of Rs. 15,000 a year. By the 
orders of Government datej March 7, 1815, the Chiefs of Jubbal were 
promised that their independence Wvmld be guaranteed if they exerted 
themse V(*s ag linst the Gurkh js As th y had done their best to aid 
the British, this promise was directed to be performed by the instructions 
o^ Miy2S, 1815. But Thakur of Jubbal reques.ed to be placed 
under the over-lordship of Sirmur. The idea wa.«4 that the disorganized 
and reduced m ^ans of S rinur would render the supremacy of that power 
merely nominal Even after the s^para ion of Jubbal, the Thakurs had 
p rsisted in affirming their allegiance to Sirmur. That was why 
Ochterlony hid recommended it : Governfneat had agreed but the 
proposal had^'noi been carried into effect as later on Ochterlony became 
dis-icitisfied with t'^e conduct of the Regency at Sirmur' and so refused 
to sanction the measure. Clerk suggested that the disposition of the 
Thakur of Jubbal towards Sirmur snoull be ascertained and if no 
obstmles to the renewal of such allegiance could arise from any engage¬ 
ments that might have been contracted between Jubbal and the British 
Goveniin 3 nt, the Governor-General might see no objection in entertain¬ 
ing the proposal of the Raja of Sirmur. 

ib) Uraj or Utraj. The independence ol this tract had been 
recognized on consideration similar to that of Jubbal. Originally 
belonging to Sirmur, the zamindars or Thakurri were given independent 
posses-iion by Gov.’rn'nent by instructions of June 11, 1885, If the 
Thakur of Jubbal expressed a desire to own allegiance to Sirmur to 
hinge on th > fealty of Utraj to himself, the arrangement could not take 
effec t without the full consent of Utraj. 


1. The Raja was a mlaor wli^a 
only in 1827. 


his fathor died , he was iavested with full powers 
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(c) Ram^arh. The Sitnur Rija claimed the allegiance of the 
UMmgarhias on the plea of their having formerly held the Taaluq as a 
Chief of Sirmur. They had availed themselves of the misfortunes of the 
Raja’s father to rebel and assert their independence. 

(df) Puodar. The Raj i requested that it might be ceded to him 
as it had belonged to his ancestors. Clerk added that under Ochterlony's 
orders, it had been ceded to Keonthal. 

{e) Morni. It foimerly belonged to the state of Sirmur bu^ had 
been given to the Mir of Kotahi by Government.^ 


(/) Piojor The R«ja said that the llaqa had been given by 
this father “ to his powerful friend and ally, the Raja of Patiala’' to 
preserve for him. 

(g) Hamer and Ganjari. These wer^ also claimed by the Raj», 
but Clerk wrote that they had been given to the state of Keonthal, and 
that there was a copy of such a ‘ Sanad ’ in the Agency Office. 


Clerk c ^mrnented on the claims of the Raja. About Raragarh, 
Government had rejected the claim of Sirmur as Maldeo and Narain 
Idas had occupied it long before Metcalfe’s mission. Pundar had been 
annexed to Keuiithal, although there was no record in the Agency ; 
Humer and Gaajri had also been ceded to Kvonthal ; in regard to the 
llaqa of Morni, it had boen restored to Syed Jafar, the representative of 
the Muasalman family which formerly possessed it. As fa; as Pinjor was 
concerned, it migh have been lost in the way described by Raja Fateh 
Parkash. Raja Sahib Singh of Patiala obtained the permission of Louis 


1» Mir Jaffar Ullali Khan of Kotalii had been oonfirmed in its potbession **at a 
mark of favourable opinion'* which the British QovernineDt bad formed of his 
oonduot during the Qurkha War (B.N. 77, h N. 96). 



1 

Burgoyne in appropriating it in IBOl. However, that might have been, 
Piiijor passed to the Raja of Patiala who had been long in possession of 
it when the Cis Sutlej Chiefs were taken under the British protection in 
1809,' and so Patiala's claim could not be questioned. 


Priaeep replied in a letter dated November 12, 1831.* The 
Supreme Government was nor in f tvour of restoring Jausar and Bhawar 
to the Sirmur State. As Prinsep remarked ; His Lordship can ot 
recognise the validity of the claim preferred by the Raja on the ground 

of the recommendation of Sir David Ochterlony. . On the contrary, 

the claims established by those who have held or acquire .1 inten st on the 
two Pa gana- pending a direct management by the officers of the Govern- 
ment for sixteen years are opposed to any present cession or transfer 
and his Lordship is compelled to decline encouraging the Raja's applica¬ 
tion It was also noted by Government that the Raja was not anxious 
to have the Kiarda valley without Jausar and Bhawar, meanwhile Clerk 
was directed to re-establish the transit-duties and adopt other mea s for 
the improvement of the valley. 

In regard to the claims preferred by the Raja to the tenitory 
granted to or otherwise in the possession of other Chiefs, Government 
refused to recogaise them ; as far as Jubbal was concerned , if its Chief 
petitioned to be placed under Sirmur , Government was prepared to 
comply with such an application ; this, as Government poin.ed out, 
would in no way comprehend Utraj, of which toe independence had been 
fully recognised.* 


1. Clerk to tTiusep, October 10, iS81, B*N. 77, L.N. 90. 

8. PrinB€p to Clerk, November 12, 1831, B,N. 31, L«N. 91. 

8. Ibid. 

The Governor-General wanted that the Valley should be given on along 
lease **on easy terms to any psrson of property who may be ineltned to ee&tle 
and lay out capital on the tract"*. But no such person appeared to oome 
forward. 
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In August 1832,^ Clerk addressed a letter to Macn'^ghten about 
the two Parganas and Kiardadim The Raja of Sinuur made an offer 
about the distac s ; lie wah prepired to pay a ‘ iiazrana ' of Rs. 175,000 
for Jaus.ir a.i i lih iwar, and Rs 50,000 for Kiarda Valley. Clerk 
recommended the Supi'eme Government to accept the offer as the tracts 
were not remunerative. 

However, Government agreed to the c< s4on of Kiardadun onl 3 \ 
h'rasersent a letter of the Secretary, Goveminunt of India, which 
authorised Clerk to tnoisfer the Kiardadun “ in full and perpetual 
s An.*reiguty to the Raja of Nahan uptui payment by tiie ChiiT into 
. inbala treasury of Rs. 53,000.^ Clerk in a letter of February 14, 
.'is33, forwaided a letter of the niicr requesting to be furnished with a 


1. Clerk to Matinaghteii, August 14, iS32, B.N. 78, L.N.^51. 

Cierk sent loiter of Si’mur Cl 3 ief of Auszust 12, 1832 in which the 

lotlor lm-1 mad*^ the ofiHr .in l a I jtter of Ochtoriony dated October 13, 
1810, offt^riitg J u» the tlirn ruler (B.ISf 78, p lOil). 

2. I'rasor to Clerk. (><3 ob. r24, 15 -^ 2 . L.N. 117 


Miietvightrji to Fi'as'M' ,, 10, ,, .. p. 348. 

Clerk to Maf^aaghtejii, Autrusb 14, ,, , p. 34 >-5<k 

iSirmui to Clerk, August 14, ,, ,, p. 350*52. 

Ochterlony to Sirruur Deo : 13, 1816, ,, p. 352. 

Maoiiaghten to Swinton, Aug; 20, 1832, ,, p. 353*64. 

Swiuton to Maonaghten, Sep; 17, ,, ,, p 355. 


Trevelyan to Swinton, Aug; 22, „ „ L.N. 67A. 

Trevelyan to Clerk, ,, ,» m p» 234-53. 

{Continued on next page) 
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' S^nad ' conferring the valley on him and heirs in perpetuity.^ So 
Kiardadun passed to Fateh Parkash. 

Though Government of India turned down the proposal of the 
RajaofMahMu as far as the Parganas of Jansar and Bhawar were 
concerned, still he cherished a fond hope of recovering them. As late as 
April i844, we discover a letter of Richmond, the Political Ag^nt, in 
place rf Cleik, to Thornton, Secretary, North-West Provinces in w ich he 
forwarded the requesr. of the R«ja of Nahan to recover the tuo Parganas 
for which he was ready to pay a ‘ nazrana ' of three lakhs of rupees^. 


(Continued from page 334) 

Trevelyan wrote to Swinton that, as no person had oome forward to 
take the Kiarda Valley on lease, the Governor-General was inclined to accept 
the Haja*8 offer. As the Raja was in a position to undertake the task of 
clearing and culti atinjr the valley, it was being offered to him; moreover, 
the large‘nazrana* offered by him amounting to 60 years purehaso, afforded 
an earnest of the value which he attached to the possession. 

He observed to Clerk : think this ^ill do for Faiel> Ptirkasli. 

you hud better tell him that he will ju>w have a fine opportunity 

lor showing his talents in ‘Abadi’ and ‘Parwarish’ of the 'kiava*. 

and if h^} distinguished himself in restoring the Kiardadun, it will form a 
strong ground of claim to get back his other possessions and if ho fails in the 
Dun, he has no chance of geiing the otViers back. This will really he an useful 
object for the itaja to ex .end hi-< acctimrnula-ted hoards upon *, 

1. Clerk to Fraser, February 14, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N. » 

2 Richmond to Thornton, April 9, 1814, B.N. 88, L.N. 126. 

Richmond wrote to Brskine tnat financial considerations had had some 
influence in the surrender of Kiardadun to the Raja as he had offered Rs.50,000 
for a tract of land yielding only Rs. 1.000 a year, while he was offering only 
two lakhs of rupees fbr distriots yielding Rs. 20,000 a year. Another oohsidera* 

(ppntinited oh n«et page) 





[836] 


(4) The British Geverment versus the Kunjpura Chief and the Kheri 

Sikhs. 

The village of Singhawa in Karnal partly belonged to the Sikhs 
and partly to the Nawab of Kunjpura. The British bad appropriated the 
Kunjpura moiety of Singhaw i and so the Nawabs had been trying to 
have it back. Murray had written to the Re ident at Delhi that the 
resumption of the Pathan moiety of Singhawa appeared to have been a 
mistake and so it should be restored to Ghulam All Khan of Kunjpura 
with the rents which had been collectedT A few months later he again 
addressed the Resident on the same subject.* 


Clerk took up the question in January 1838, when a reference was 
made to him by Goverment 'on the subject of the mistake supposed to 
have been made in the resumption of half of the village . ingbawa, 
Pargana Karnal, belonging to the late Nawab Bahadur Jang Khan of 


{Continued from 335) 

tion wnn the improvement in ihe Kiarda Valley and the Raja had to show the 
the Valley had really prospered. According to him, if he were to offer eithert 
a hirrger ‘nnzrana’ or a larger tribute. Government would be prepared to listen 
favourably io bis wishes. Unfortunately, Richmond proved to be over- 
sanguine, as inspite of the offer of increased ‘nazrana* and the improvement 
in the Kiard *^ valley ns borne out by Rrskine, Government finally refused the 
Kaja*s request althou^jh **hopes appear to have been held out to him that all 
the retained dii»triota might hereafter be restored to the family**. 

Grskine to Richmond, February 7, 1844, B.N. 61,L.N. 10. 

Richmond to Brekine, February 17, ,, B.N. 88, L.N. 03. 

firskine to Richmond, April 4, ,, B.N. 51, L.N. 28. 

Richmond to Erskine, May, 26, ., B.N. 88, L.N. ICl. 

1. Murray to Mi^in, Novembor 1830» B.N. 76p L.N..a4L 

8, „ Jfhimxr U. 1831. BJff. 77. IiJ7. 7- 



Kunjpura**^ Clerk quoted a letter of the late Nawab, addressed to Birch 
in 1818, in which it had been stated that Siughawa for ages lormed a pait 
of the ancestral possessions of the Kunjpura family. When the Sikhs 
attacked K irnal, his aucistor were cumpelltd to confer ‘'half of its 
produce, without a y jurisdiction on the father of Man Singh,* in the way 
of Chauth or Black-mail". This alienated portion of Singbawa belonging 
to the Sikhs was attached by Fraser in 1813 as he considered Man Singh 
a dependent of Gurdit Singh of Ladwa. Three other villages —Ramba, 
Dharar and Randal--had also b^ en attached but were restored to the 
Ladwa sardar soon after. So Clerk asserted that not only the Nawab's 
moiety should be restored to him but a’so the portion of the Sikhs, 
in the village b‘ given back to the Sikhs. Clerk in this connection 
referred to a letter of Ghulam Ali Khan of Kunjpura. 


It was in August 1835 that Metcalfe f rwarded a letter from 
the Secretary at Agra in which the Lieutenant-Governor considered 
the Chief of Kunj rmra to have a right to the restoratiun of the moiety 
since the date of its attachment** 


1- Clerk to Martin, January 8, 1832, B.N. 78. L.N. 2. 

The reference was made by Swinton to Martin who, in turn, wrote to 
Clerk. Swinton observe i that seven villaafes in Pargana Karnal had been given 
as a life grant to Bahadur Jang Khan but no mention had been made of 
Singhawa or any h df of Singhawa and that the Vice-President was not aware 
how one-half of the village was resumed by Government* in 1810 and how the 
other half came to be in the Nawab's l ossession. According to him, more 
inquiry was needed as to why it was supposed to be an hereditary possession 
not resumable oa the death of Bahadur Jang Khan. He added for Martinis 
. information that Colebrooke in 1828 had reported the attachment of 7 1/2 
Villases in ooosequenoe of the death of the Nawab, who had held a life interest 
in them : Martin to clerk, December 30, 1831, B.N. 31, L.N. 106. 

Swinton to Martin, October U, 1831, B.N. 31, p. 165«86. 

2f wiw the Sikh olaimant. 

8. Metoalfb to Clerk, August 25, 1835, B.K. 85, L.N. 5L 
Soott to Mitoalfe, Aognii U. a/p. ivL 



Clerk then took up the question of restoring the other half 
of Singhawa to the original Sikh owners. In June 1838.' he informed 
Metcalfe that the other moiety of village belonged to the Sikha of 
Kheri but had been long in possession of Government. Tracing its 
early history he said that it in entirety belonged to the Nawab of 
Kunjpura until 1763, when ( soon after the Sikh conquest of the 
tenitory lying between the Sutlej and the Jumna ) half of it was 
wrested by the ancestors of the present Sikhs of Kheri. It remained 
in their possession till 1818 when it was taken by Goverment under 
Fraser’s order ogether with the three villages of Gurdit Singh Ladwa. 
However, the moii’ty of Singhawa in the posses-ion of the Nawabs 
of Kunjpura had not been claimed by Government as it was believed 
to have been included in Lord Lake’s life— grant of 7 Karnal 
villages to Nawab Bahadur Jang Khan. Accordingly, at the Nawab's 
death in 18’28, Fraser took possession of his share also. Thus the 
whole of the village came in the possession of Goverment. The 
Kunjp r a moiety waa restored to the Nawab on his having proved that 
it was erroneously included in Lord Lake's grant, but the Sikh moiety 
remained with Government. 


As remarked earlier, the three villages, taken from the Ladwa 
Sarda% were given back to him in 1818, on his appealing to Government 
against Fraj^er’s proceedings. But his claim did not include the other 


1. Clark to Metcalfe, .Tune 12, 1838, B.N. 83, L.N. 67. 

Metcalfe pave a brief resume of the case of the Sikhs to Government: 
Singhawa belonired to the Kunjpura Chiefs but during the Sikh anarchy, Nawab 
Rahwat Ali Khan was compelled to admit Dharmu Singh to a moiety of the 
estate. It wae held in joint tenure until 1816 when the Sikh portion was 
re^tumed with the three villages of Dharar, Rumba and Bandal on the death 
of Qurdit Siagh of Ladwa. This was under an erroneous impression. In 181', 
the three villages were released but half of Singhawa continued in the possession 
of the British Government. In 1818, Man Singh, son of Dharmu Singh, presented 
a petition olHimiug the moiety. Nawab Rabmat BUiaa aokaowiedgad the 
justness of the claim but afterwards Man Singh did not press the claim. The 
latter died in 1821.22 leaving two sons ; the eldest Fateli tltngb pi^ientiKtl h 
petitkm en Mareh 6,1838, preying to be restored to his fathir*e^shnrer 

Hetealfe fo Haeim|AiMsi> U, 
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half of Singhawa, which Fraser had attached at the same time. The 
Kheri Sikhs were poor and when the Ladwa Chief only agreed to help 
them in tht^ir appeal on the C3nditii>n that they sh .uild bind themselves 
in a written engagement in vassalage to him, they <purned the offer and 
seemed to have never tak^-n any step to recover their share in the village. 
But they had presented a petition to Birch in 1818 declaring that their 
ancestors had obtained the moiety from the Nawabs of Kunjpura about 
fifty years earlier. Somehow or other, as Clerk pointed out there wae 
no investigation of their claims ; nor did they present any other petition 
lill very lately.' 


Clerk added that even the Chief of Kunjpura did not claim to 
recover this moiety of Singhawa although it once belonged to Mh 
ancestors. However, he was de^irous that he should be permitted to 
exercise jurisdiction over it. But the testimony of the parties and 
documents contradicted the Nawab's astsertion that his ancestors, in 
surrendering to the Sikhs the revenues of half of their villages, did not 
r. linquish their jurisdiction over it. 


The decision of Government was a foregone conclusion. Metcalfe 
c nveyed it in tvs(» letters, dated Jjiiie 26,® and July 23,^ 1838. The 
Sikh moiety was to be resioreil to Sardar Fateh Singh ; Clerk was 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, Juno 12, 1838, B N. 83, L N, 87. 

2. Metealfe to Clerk, June 20, 1838, B.N. 38. JL.N. 32. 

Torrens to Metcalfe, June 10, 1J838, B.N. 38, p. 170t80. 

Torrens observed : .it would appear that the right to the moiety 

of the above Mauza, not held by the Nawab oi Kunjpura is as immediately 
vested in the Sikhs of Kheri as is the right to the remaining half in the Nawab^s 
family”. 

8. Metealfe to Clerk, July 23, 1838, B.N. 38, L*N. 89. 

Hetoalfe also forwarded a oopy of a letter of the OoUeetor of Panipat 
(B,N. 38, p. 204, July 19, 1838). 

On S^iember 14,1838, Metcalfe suggested that the Collector of Panipat 
should be asked to disoentinue all interferenoe with the PoHee of tlie Mausa 
(B.H. ta, UN. 90). 
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instructed to depute an agent on behalf of the Sardar to the Collector 
of Par.ipat to receive charge of half of Singhawa now in possession of 
Covernment but originally bolongi g to his ancestors.'' In the second 
letter, Clerk was ask< d to arrange the partition in conjunction with the 

Chief of Kunjpura. Thus the whole of Singhawa was returned.half 

to the Kunjpura Chief and the other half to the Sikhs of Kheri. 

5. The British Government versus Ghulam Nabi Khan and Nizam 
Mi Khan 


In August 1834, Clerk reported to Fraser that he was unable to 
make any settlement of villages of Gehar and Churpur.i altogether 
satisfactory to GuLim Nabi Khan and Nizam Ali Khan two brothers 
... who were co-parceners therein with the British Governments 


The desire of the Kh-ms was to retain, if possible, exclusive 
management of the villages, paying yearly to Government one half of 
the revenues. But this arrar^gement was not calcul ited to benefit the 
village s ; the zamindars were very av^^rse to r dinquishing hopes of obt>dn- 
ing Government’s protection, which under th;'" management proposed by 
the Khans, could not be effectually extended to them Frasser did not 
agree with Clerk’s proposal and observed in reply : The best mode .. . 

would be to divide the lands and assess our share or to farm it to Nizam 
Ali Khan and Gulam Aii Khan for fixed sums. We have n right . to 
deprive them of iheir authority or management over their ^.wn shares,- 

In October 183:),* Clerk addressed Metcalfe the new Agent at 
Delhi, on the same subject. He wrote how Fraser had recommended 


1. Clerk to Fraser, August 22, 18 '4> B N. 80, L.N. 136. 

Its moiety had lapsed to the Briti7>h with the Thanesar Chiefship in I’iSZ 
(B.N.81, L.N. 122). 

2. Fraser to Clerk, September 2, 1834, B.N. 34, p. 376. 

3. Clerl^^ to Metcalfe, October 24, 1836, B.N, 81, L.N. 122. 




tb&t the lands of the villages of Gehar and Churpnr should be divided 
between Government and Gh .lam Nabi Kh^n and his brother Nizam Ali 
Khan, and Government’s share should be assess.-d or that it should be 
framed to the two brothers. 

Clerk had visited the villages, with a view to ascerraining their 
capacities. The zamind irs and other people of Gehar did not want to 
give up the British protection and were so clamor* lus in their protest¬ 
ations that he had mentioned hia apprehensions to Fraser, when he had 
met him subsequently, Fraser sent for Ghulam Nabi Khan, to whom the 
moiety of Gehar belonged and directed Clerk to endeavour to assess 
R«. 6,000 p 3 r annum on the village, Ghulam Nabi Khan wasi to be given 
Rs 1,000 per annum and in consideiation of so large a revenue to 
relinquish his authority in that village. Clerk knew how much the 
public welfare of Gehar depended on the exclusion of Gulam Nabi Khan, 
under whose authority it was rapidly becoming desert d. Therefore, he 
was at considerable pains to fulfil Fraser's project.^ Although be was 
assisted by the real good will of the zaiiiiadar-, who were app thensive of 
losing the Bri ish protection, he found that the village could not yield 
more than Rs. 5,000 a year. On these terms he concluded the settlement 
for five years* thinking that it was more advantageous lo Brit sh Govern¬ 
ment to n alise only Rs 1,000, paying the remainder to Ghulam Nabi 
Khin and trusting to the prospective advantages of recalling the migrat¬ 
ed zamindars than to devolve it entirely on him. Clerk assured Metcalfe 
that he was not disputing the right of Ghulam Nabi Khan in Gehar but 
was trying to purchase that right with his goodwill. 

With regard to Churpura, Nizam Ali Khin was earnestly trying 
to remove the difificulty in the way of deterioration of the Brtish portion 


I Clerk to Metcalfe, October 2W lt36, B N. 11, . Ui. 
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offtfeQ yillia,go. Clerk sta4;ed that Niaauir AH made^ hiin* 

self obnoxious to the peasants He, ibrrefote, reoommended that the 
whole of the village might be given to him and the British Government 
should receive from him a perpetual fixed rent f r its moiety of the 
vi l»ge,l 


Metcalfe replied : “.if Ghulam Nabi Khan will voluntarily 

resign to us the management of his share of Gehar <n the terms 
recommended by you, I consider the arrangement to be most d sirabJ< 
and you are accordingly authorised to conclude an engagement. 


The only difficulty I foresee is that Ghulam Nabi Khan may 
object to resign his right, if the younger b other continues in the 
possession of his but this you do not appear to apprehi nd 


With reference to Churpura, I am of opi ion that a settlements 
should be made of Government share with the zamindars according to 
the rate of assesment fixtd for Gehar/'* 


In February 1836*Clerk informed Metcalfe that Ghulam Nabi 
Khan was willing to comply with the terms proposed for his share in 
G-hoT; Thus Ciuirpura w^as to be managed by Nizam Aii Khan while 
Geb^r w«»s lo be under British management 


U Clerk to Metcalfe, October 24» 1836, B.N. 81, L,N. 182. 
2* Metcalfe to Clerk, November 2# 1835, 38, 

3« Clerk to MetoalG, ifebraary 27, 1836, B.N. 82, L*N* ai* 




6. British Gov^raneiit and Bilaspur. 


Clerk*s ngency saw an interesting development in the affairs ol 
the sta e of Kahlur or Bilaspur.* Its ruler, Rnja Kharak Chand, was 
the son of Mahan Chand, and had ruled since 1824.^ His reign was 
perhaps the worst in the annals of the state. 


In July 1838,* Clerk reported to Metcalfe the s^ rry state of 
affairs in Bilaspur, where the Raja waft surn unded by the same descrip 
tion of disreputable o urtiers and starving soldiers as Murray bad found 


1. Kahlur was the earlier name of the state; the new name or Bilaspur 
adopted when the oapital was transferred from Kot-Kahlur to B’^aspur— 
Hutchinson and Vogel—•‘History of the Punjab Hill States, Vol. II, page 494”, 

2. Kharak Chand was bom in 1813 ; the astrologers had predicted that, being 
born under un unlucky star, he would bring calamity to the state—a prediction 
fu^ly fulfilled. Mahan Chand was forbidden to see him for twelve yeiirs. He 
was sent to a distant place but was recalled in 1823, two years before the 
appointed time. The death of Mahan Chand in 1824 was attributed to his non- 
compliance with the terms of the warning of the astrologers, (ibid, p. 607*08) 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 6. 1838, B.N. S3, L.N. 72. 

Clerk was asked to visit Bilaspur by the Bajas Nalagarh and Nahan 
in order to allay the diMensioM pgevsdling, be ts sesn the Bsja sod his^ 

(B.N. S3, L.K» 71, Jane 28,1838). 
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in 1828 * Clerfc had visited the state in 1832 and the passage of six 
years had brought no change in the state of aff dr ther or in the Raja's 
habits Since the de^ th of his abl * wazir, S^nsaru, in 1832, the 
administration of the Slate had very seriously deteriorated. Clerk gave 
a number of instances of the Raja's utter neglect (-r disregard of the 
obligation of the slate towards the British Government ; Ran jit Singh, 
too, accused him of ‘ oppressive ' conduct.* 

For improving the s<ate of affairs in Bilaspur, Clerk advised 
Raja Kharak Chand to have Bishan Singh, the son of Saiis^ru, as his 
minister, «nd tried to iec( ncile him with his kinsmen. Kharak Chand 
promincd to follow this advice. Clerk, however, thought that a British 
OflScer would have to be appointid to supervise the administration of 


1. Murray had been authorised to go to Bilaspur with three oompaniee of 1st 
Nasiri Batallion in order to quell a disturbance there ; Govern ment also asked 
him to 8ub{riit proposals for the future government of the state. 

B N. 27, LL.N. 206 and 215. August 27, and September 4, 1827. 

B«N. 27, L.N. 234, September .24, 1827. 

In a letter of November 3, 1827, Murray described how he visited Bilas¬ 
pur, where he found a considerable body of raeroenaries, who discharged 

by him. He reinstated Mian Miri and Sanaaru in authority. According to 
him the Raja •‘continued his puerile amusements*' bit Murray severely 
admonished him and he promised lo improve bus behaviour. (B.N. 74, L N. 
183). The visit came in 1827 and not in 1828, as asserted by Clerk. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 5, 1838, B.N, 83, L.N. 72. 

In 1835, Wade had forwarded a letter of Ranjit Singh oompiaining of the 
reckless and oppressive conduct of Raja Kharak Chand, 

(B.N. 102,L.N. 47, August 2, 1836) 

See elio, Clerk to Wade, AuguMi 27, 1836< B.N. 81, p. 161. 
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the state ard keep an eye on the Raja.^ According to Clerk, a lew 
months more were to show whether the Raja had sense enough 'to avert 
such an interference. Government might desire to abstain from such an 
interference but Clerk believed that such »n acti n would improve the 
entire administration and in his Bupix)rt quoted the instance of Nahm 
which afforded a gratifying example of the effects of such temporary 
superintendence* 


Talking of the Raja's Tians-Sutlej territory, Clerk estimated its 
annual levenue at about < 0,0C0, and his tribute to Mahan* ja Ranjit Sirgh 
at Rs. 6,000. If the Maharaja, irritated by R^ ja Kharak Chand’s evasion 
and delay of pa 3 ment, were to possess himself of that territory the 
British could not interfere. But the Maharaja had shown much forbe¬ 
arance [ui dfr C( nsiden h\ pre vocatioi, dcubtlf fs in a great measure cut 
of respect to the Rajn's connection with the British Government. The 
Maharaja would not eject Kharak Chand as long as he paid the tribute 
and although Government was not prepared to interpose its authority to 
recover the Raja's Trans-Sutlej territory, yet Clerk always urged the 
the regular payment of tribute to Lahore. Clerk, talking rf future, 
wrote that the time might come when it might prove a source of satisfac¬ 
tion to Government that the Trans-Sutlej Bilaspur territory continued in 
tkd possession ef Kharak Chand, its dependent.* 


The life led by the Raja was so dissolute that one of his wivts. 
Rani Sirmur, lodged a complaint against him. Commenting,* Clerk 


( 1. Clerk to ASetoalfe* Jidy 5, 183S, B. N. SS, L. N. 72. 

But tbo Sttprono Goveromoitt was averse to the appointment of a 
European offioer and only wanted Clerk to warn the Raja of tha eerious oonsa. 
qoeooee of his misrule. (Metcalfe to Clerk, B. N. 88, L. N. 46, August 15,1838, 
and Msitnightsn to MW.ealfe, August lU IdSS, B. N. 88, p« 286). 


2. Osrk KHetealfe, July 5, 1838, B. K. 83, L.N. 72. 
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observed that she had been complaining of his drunkenness, but in this 
matter, Government could not help her. However, it would intervene 
and pull him up, if he tried to touch her Jagir. 

As it happened, the days of Raja Kharak Chand were numbered. 
He died on March 29, 1839, at Bilaspur, leaving three widiows, two of 
whom were ready to become ‘Satis* but were dissuaded by Clerk wlib- 
promised them a liberal maintenance*.* As there was no child. Clerk recom 
m-^nded the claims of one Mian Jungi, who was the late Rltja-s nearest 
collateral ai d whose character held out a great promise of happi^ss for 
the Ionsr oppressed country.* The Raja of Nahan was thinking of press¬ 
ing the claims of his sister, one of the Raj a's widows; but Clerk considered 
her claim inadmissiable as she had no child.* 

In November 1839, Metcalfe made a reference to Clerk of a 
petition of the wid w- of Rnja Kharak Chand, addressed to Maddock, in 
which it was asserti'd that a son had been b-^rii to the late Raja's 
youngest widow on November 4, and that the child should be given his 


l. Clerk to Maddock, April 15, 1838, B. N. S3, L. N. 112. 

2 The olaiiDs of Mian Jungi were accepted by the Supreme GoYernmeot ae he and 
Kharak Chand were descended from Raja Ajmer Chand; be became the Raja 
with the title of Jagat Chand. The new ruler waa installed at Bilaspur after 
about two months of the death of Kharak Chand. 

Clerk to Maddock, April 16, 1S39, B. N. 83, L. N. 113- 

Maddock to Cl e rks „ IS-* ,t 39, SO* 

Maddock to Metoalfe,,, „ „ 

CMk to Maddoek, June 9, », L.W li9i 

3, Qerk to Maddoek, April 15, 1939, a M. 83, L. Il« 113, 





aiMMstnd stated. The widow wae one of the two sisters of the Raft of 
Nahan. To this Clerfe replied:* 


" —...I beg leave to state that the presumption under any 

circumstances would have been that the child now alleged to have been 
born to Raja Khsrak Chand, seven months after his death, is spurious 
because he had been for years past reduced to a miserable state 
of imbecility, that the constant complaints to me of Raja Fateh Parkash, 
the brother of his wives, was the degra Nation they endured in the entire 
neglect of their husband’s and the hopelessness of the Raj being 
perpetuated. But that presump ion is still stronger under which the 

child has been produced.. namely after the withdrawal by the 

Nahan Raja of his sister from her husband’s country and h^T seclusion 
from communication with Bilaapur in a village in bis own mountains’^ 
Clerk a»!ded that throughout tHe state the rumour of the birth of a son 
was regarded as a palpable fraud, especially by Rrja Ram Saran of 
Nalagarh, whose country lay contiguou-* to it and who was descended 
with the Bilaspur Chiefs from a common ancestor* He had entreated 
Clern to discountenance its authors although there was grCit friendship 
between him and the Raja of Nahan. Moreover, the relations of the 
Nahan Chief with the new Raja, Jagat Chand, were anything but friendly 
The Nahan Raja warned an addition to the Jagirs enjoyed by his sisters 
to which Jagat Chand had not agreed He had forwarded to Clerk a 
written engagement never to resume what they then possessed. Clerk 
had sent a copy to the Raja of Nahan remarking that his sisters would 
never be in want but this had failed to eaii.^fy him. He surrounded 
the residence of bis sisters, with his armed followers and carried them 
ofE into nis own territory. Further, he sent a vakil to Simla on the part 


1 . Meiealfe to Clerk, November 23, 1839, B. N, 39, L. N 59, and Petition of the 
itwpie 5 irfn^ to Bfr N* 39, P, 588 t- 89 <November 1839;, 

In the petition, the yoongeet wife of Kharak Chand waa said to be jiregn* 
anu The Ranis had triad to notify tba fMt to Glerk*at ieaat that was what 
they alleged, 

Qerk to Metealfe, Deoepber 18, 1839, B. N, 83, L. N. 119 ^ 




of his elder sister to prefer her claim as senior ^^ow to the Rh}, but 
the man had been dismissed. Then he sent ap agent to Clerk to convey 
to him that Mian Sher Singh» a scion of another collateial branch, had 
a better claim than Mian Jungi. This scheme also failed to achieve any 
success Then he gave out that his younger sister "wsts* likely to give an 
heir to the Raj Having secluded her from the other sister, be gave out 
that on the 6th of November, she had brought forth a boy in the village 
of Gunt in the hills, north of Nahan.i 


. This Attempt of the Raja of Nahan to impose upon Government 
a pretender to the Biiaspur Chiefship met with no success. In January 
1840,* Metcalfe forwarded the copy of a letter of Maddock in* uhich it 
was ob.served ‘‘that the conclusions of the Political Agent appear to the 
Governor-Central, to be perfectly correct and His Lordship desires that 
the disapprobation with which he views the underhand and suspicious 
conduct of the Raja of Nahan, in his endeavours to impose upon Govern¬ 
ment, a spurious heir of the late Raja of Kahliir, may be communicated 
to that Chieftain". 


Thougii Government had rejected the claims of the child, the 
supposed mother was not satisfied with the decision. Writing in February 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, December 18, 1839, B. N. 83, L. N. 134. 

There WM alto the third widow of Kharak Chaiid;'^ Her father, Baja of 
Mangal, preaented a petition to Colonel Tapp praying for a proviaion for her 
(B, N. SO, L. N. 2, May 87, 1 WO) 

2. Matealfe to Clerk, January 15, 1840, B. K. 126, L. K. 8. 

Maddtfok to Metoalfa, „ ' ' 9, ,, „ 'p. ' 9« 





1840|^ CHerk rep^rM to Metcalfe that Rani Sirmur* had auoc^oded in 
collecting about 1,000 men in the Trans-Sutlej territories of. Kahlur, 
crossed the river and taken possession of the fort of Jayalli she was 
threatening to expel Raja Jagat Chand from Bilaspur. Clerk added that 
the Rani had tried to enlibt men in the districts on this side of the 
Sutlej but he had frustra .ed tlu attempt, lie had als5 r^qucited wade 
to require the Lahore authorities to be vigilaot in preventing her from 
recru ting men in the territory of Bilaspur. under their control. But the 
Lahore Government had not only allowed the Rani to collect armed men 
bnt had permitte 1 the armed rabble to cross into the territory under the 
protection of the British Government. This was a most reprehensible 
act and Clerk suggested to Government that it should not be overlooked. 
A week later,^ Clerk again wrote that Raja Jagat Chand had made an 
attempt to oppose the forces of the Rani, but on their approach had 
withdrawn from Bilaspur to Satgarh on the frontier. Was only 

dissuaded frCm quitting altogether the territory by promise of support 
made to him by R»ja Ram Saran of Nalagarh, in the vicinity of Satgarh. 
The pusillanimous conduct of the new Raja was ascribed by Clerk in 
some measures to the fact that people generally, with the local officers of 
the state, had risen in favour of Rani Sirmur Clerk finally said that she 
was bei g encouraged through the efforts of L hna Singh Majiihia. the 
Sikh Governor, by »he Lahore Durbar which had promised a ‘Khiilai' for 
the alleged child but he had no means of ascertaining the truth of the 
rumour. Howtver, he had taken the precaution of bringing* it to the 
notice of Wade, 


1. Clerk to Metoalfa, February 2. 1840 B. N. 83, L. N. 136. 

2^ Clerk deet not apecifioaily mention who this Rani is.....tnoat probably, ahe 

ia the younger widow, the mother of the spurious child. As soon as the Child's 
olaims were rejected, she started making preparations to invade Bilaspur^ 
encouraged by lehua Singh Majithia, the Lahore deputy in the Hills. At ano* 
ther places Clerk remarked that both vhe Wt i 6ws....;.;. .the* sisterswf-4hs«Kahan 

Raja.were involved. After the revolt had been quelled, the Rant was sent 

to her brother, who was foisds retponstble for her good oouduot* 

(B. N 188, L. N. 8, Shd K. 188. L. N. 78). 


3. Clerk to lletealfe, Febn^ry 10, 1840, K. 88. L. M. 188. 






Clwlt alto transmitted a ptper of intelligeaes received 
Bflatpur.* The Rani was being helped by the Sodhis of Nandpur and 
the ruler of Suket. The former’s territory was situated at the foot of 
he hilU on this side of the Sutlej and was ceded to Maharaja Ranjvt Singh 
in 1828; the Sodhis were ever-ready to join any disorder. The latter - 
Suket - had been a suitor for the hand of the sister of late Kharak 
Chand and this had been promised to him by the Rani as a reward for 

hissupjort. Clerk was afraid that the delay, in settling the dispute in 

Bil^spiir, might prejudice the general peace of the Hill States; he bad 
again brought the conduct of the Lahore authorities to the notice of 
Wade 


Clerk again expressed his fear that the delay in suppressing the 
out-break at Btlaspur might make it more difficult to auppress it * 
Bilaspiir was filling fast with armed men and the number of such men 
was about four thousand. Raja Jagat Chand bad made a atand on his 
frontier toward* Nalagarh; his forts were either retained for him by his 
adheronts or were neutral, awaiting the result of the conflict between 
him and the Rani. Clerk hoped that the Lahore authorities would be 
prompt to exert its influence in the right direction. Meanwhile he 
appealed to Metcalfe to order out the Nariri Batallion at Sabathu and 
the detachment of the 4th Local Horse at Ludhiana so that he might lose 
no time in proceeding against the insurgents who bad assembfed at 
Bilaspur which bad no regular fortifioations. 

Later,* Clerk reported that he had received information that the 
troops of Rani Sirmur were preparing a detachment which would be 
employed against Kot, a fort in BUaspor situated at . the foot of . the 


1. Clark t« MateaHo, Fabraary IS, 1140, B. N. tS, L. N, 140. 
>. Oarit to Uateatfa, Vabmaiy li, l»Mh B. B. M, K. 141. 
S.OiarktolMoalfeFabrttaiylS, 1840» B. Wi U N. |40v 
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hills. He had, therefore, called upon the R^ja of Patiala to despatch 
troops to reinforce the garrison there. Bat Clerk believed that the 
Patiala troops would not eufBce to coerce in a proper manner the 
retainers of the Sodhis and those of other vassals of Lahore, who had 
^^dared to invade the territory of a dipendent of the British 
Government". The Lahore Durbar was to be requested to secure their 
‘Ghats’ on the SutLj in such a manner as equally to prevent the 
reinforcements of the insurgents or their retreat. 


Metcalfe sent to Clerk a letter written by Maddrck to hin»self in 
which the Governor-General acknowledgt^d that a seiious outrage had 
been “committed by an armed force assembled Irans-SutU) by the 
widow of the late R«ja of Ka lur and which, aidt‘d by the followers of 
the Raja of Saket, have entered the British terr torv, takf n posse s^ion 
of the fort of Jayali and expelled Raja Jagat Chand from Bila^pur'^ 
His Lordship was hopeful that the Lahi^re Guvernment would recall the 

troops from Bilaspur and punish those who had been instrumental in 
collecting them for the invasion of the British part of the st.te. 
Finally, the Governor-General was conhdent that Clerk must have 
adopted measures to seize the leaders of the revolt and make an end of 
the outbreak engineered by the armed men who had espoused the cause 
of the Rani and were on this side of the Satlt j.* 


The outbreak at BiUspur (Hi not take a long time to be 

aopiwesssd. In a letter dated March 2, 1840,* addressed to *Captatn 
Macausliind, Commanding, Nasiri Battallion, Clerk informed him that 
Sodhi Jodh Singh, one of the principal supporters of Rani Sirmur, had 
fled across the Sutlej evacuating the fort of Kot and Nini Devi Hill, both 


I. Mstoslfs to Clerk, Maieh 16,1640, B. N. 126, h. N. 5t 

Maddook to Meiealfe, Fehruiwir U, 1640, B. N. IfS, p, 90-^1. 
t. Okrk is Masawdaad, Msieh 6p 1640, B. N, 6|. L. N. 146. 



of which had been restored to Jagat Chand.^ Under these circums ances 
Clerk advised him to return wi h the troops under his c mmand to 
Sabathu with the ex:eption of one company which should be stationed at 
Bilaspur. He himself had detached one hundred S a wars for that 
purpose; he had also req^e^ted the f*atiala Raja to send a force of 200 
men t* * be kept at Bilaspur. Both parties had been direott d to obey the 
orders of Macausland On March 3, he wrote to Metcalfe t’lat the rebels 
(.ad been expelled from the territory of Jagat Chand.*: 


As Metca’fe was about to visit Bilaspur, Clerk addressed a letter* 
to him in which he discussed not only the responsibility of the ruler of 
Nahan in the late insurrection, but also the precautions adopted by him 
in the state. Discussing the former, he remarked that the widow-Ranis, 
the sisters of the Nahan Ruler, had been living at Ghunt and 
Bhagarwali in the terrirory of the Nahan Raj. Although the Raja 
was at liberty to take away his sisters, Clerk felt that he had * incurred 
a very serious responsibility when he allowed them to arrange their 


1. Clerk was sure that the ifodhi would oot have esoaped. had Wade, Political Ageut. 
Ludhiana insisted on the Lahore authorities guarding the ferries. 

(Clerk to Metcalfe, March 6. 1840, B. N. S3. L. N. U9A). 

Even then Clerk felt that the Durbar had shown a reasonable sense of its 
obligation as an ally in restraining its vassals from joining the insurreotion. 

iB. N. 83, L. N. 160) ^ 

3, Clerk to Metcalfe, March 3, 1840, B. N. 88, L» N. 149. 

Oovernment fully approved of what Clerk had done in order to suppress the 
rebellion. 

(B. N. 126. L. N. 47. March 13, 1840). 

Clerk to Metcalfe. March 12, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N. 150. 

etoalfe to Cterk, March 16, 1840; B. N. 126^ L. N. 51. 

••k was authorised to take action against the troope of'kaja of' !Nalmn for the 

a>^piir 1 « 40 , 
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plans for an invasion of Kablur, to transport thither supplies of 
ammunition and finally, the way beinj^ thus prepared themselves to 
depart from the Nahan territory, attended by a considerable body of 
armed men and so to enter the Kahlur territory and raise its people by 
assuring them of liaving them secured the support of Lahore**. In this 
way, the Ranis had possessed themselves of Bilaspur, Clerk further 
observed: “Such measures projected and matured in the territory of "a 
dependent prince and a prince too of all others the most beholden by the 
British Government, renders him, in my humble opinion, deserving of 
signal punishment*’.’ He, therefore, recommended that either the 
Parganas of Ghunt and Bhagarwali, the revenue of which was about 
Rs. 5,064 a year, should be annexed to the British territory, or that 
the Raja should be fined Rs. 25,000 a moiety of his annual income. 
According to Clerk, it was ‘"most necessary for the Supreme Government 
to convince those allies whose duty it is by every means in their power 
to assist in the preservation of the public peace that they never will be 
suffered even to connive at its infraction with impunity**. 


Talking about the meamres he had adopted in order to preserve 
peace at Bilaspur, Clerk pointed out that he had placed 100 Ambala 
Sawars and 500 Patiala Sibaiidis at Bilaspur and some force of Patiala 
Sibandis and Rajputs at Kot which should be enough to guard the 
C 8-Sutlej territory of Raja Jagat Chand.2 But that was not enough. 
He Was of the view that the proper condition of a subject ally of the 
British Government, situated as Raja Jagat Chand was, on the frontier 
of a foreign territory, should embrace the means of not only protectiiig 
his own territory against any invasion, but holding a certain and 
well-equipped qu ta of troops at the disposal of the British Government 


1, Cl«rk to March 12 1840, B, N. 83, L. N. 161), 

Metealfa to Clerk’ Marob 1840, B. N. 126, L. N. 51. 

2. Tbaee xneasuree were approved by Qovemmeni. 

B. N. 126, L. N. 47, Maroh 18, 1840, 


B, N* 126, L. N, 62, Marob 16, 1840 



for service elsewhere.^ Unfortunately, the predecissor of Jagat Cha • ^ 
had been such a useless and tyrannical ruler that he had greatly impover¬ 
ished the country; the resources of the state did not yield enough to 
provide a well-organised administration. The late insurrection had 
worsened the situation as it had deferred for a still longer period the 
amelioration of affairs; the villages had become devastated. Raja Jagat 
(ihand was a respectable but not an energetic man and Clerk once again 
expressed the wish that a British officer was needed more than ever 
wiio might be expected to settle the deserted villages, repair forts and 
improve the entire administration of the state * 

Metcalfe wrote to Clerk on April 3, 1840, and refern d him to 
Thomason's commnnicatirn ^addressed to himself) in which the explana¬ 
tion of Raja Fateh Parkash of Nahan had been demanded by 
Government* Id regard to the puniahment proposed by Clerk for the 
Raja, the Lieutenant-Governor accepted his recommendation.* The 
required explanation of the Raja, was sent by Clerk with his des; atch of 
May, 16, 1840, addressed to Metcalfe.* Clerk was not convinced by it as 


1. Qcrk to Metoalfo. March 12, 1840, B.N.8S, L. K. 180. 

2. Tho Lioutooant-Qoveraor- oontidered favourably Clerk’s proposition but he had 
to oonsult the Supremo Oovemm^nt before auoh an order eotild bo iaouod. 
(B. M. 118, L N, 61) So no doeUive aotion was taken. 

S. Ifotealfo to Clerk, April 8, 1840, B. N. 126, L.N. 61 

TkomaooD to Metoalfo, Hareh 26, 1840, B. N. 116, p. 110-11 

Thomaeon obaorvod that the liioutenant-Qovernor bold that the Raja of 
9aban bad oriminallj connived ot the rebellion, eeereily aeaiated the Rania In 
tbeir hoatU« deaigna agoinai Raja Jogat Cband and ao deaerved to be poniahed 
But Hia Honour woo not aatiafied by the weaknaaa of eharaeter diaplajed bj 
Xagat Ohand in the orioia and ao a eare^ul watoh waa to be kept on the 
Cbiefabip. 

4 . Tbe Raja paid the fine (B. K, 64,1.. K. 290). 

8. Omk to Metealfe, May 16, 1140, B. K. IS, L. M. 160. 

Thero ia no copy of tbe F»ja*a explanation aitaebed yitb the d eapa t oh 



he observed that he had nothing to add to what he hsd reported. 
Further, he a surcd that offtcef that he would en leavour to make the 
beet arrangement possible for the management of the state. So, althou|h 
the revolt was crushed and Jagat Chand allowed to rule, things were not 
very satisfactory in BilaspurV 

7. The British Government versus KeonthaL 

In April 1840,* Clerk reported on the affairs of Keonthal. There 
were three complamts against the Rana or the ruler, viz. (1) app>ointment 
of Giaru vazir. (2) his keeping as his concubine a woman of infamous 
character; and (3) his attempt to excite a revolt in Thcog. 


1. There was an interesting sequel of the rebellion. It seemed that Raja Jagat 

Chand had borrowed a big Sum of money from Raja Ram Saran of Hindur or 
Nalagarh during the rebellion on the security of certain forts of hia kingdom 
Naturally, he wanted te recover them. Clerk writing to Erskhne, Sub^Commiasioner 
North.-West Province, agreed with him that Haja Ram Saran ahould oontihoe 
to bold these forts of Bilaapur until ^aja Jagat Chand liquidated bit debt of 
Rs. 1, 00, 967 due to the former. 

(From a )>eneiUed note of Jlerk. dated Maroh 25 1813, B. N SS inserted 
between p. 230>31. Also see Clerk to Erskm.*, M v ob 25, 18 3, B. N 87, L N. llT 
and Richmond to Hamiltion, August 4, 1843, B. N. 87 L. N. 259). 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, April 19, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N. 156. 

In November 1889, Maddock bad sent ti> Clerk a copy of a despatch which 
he had addressed to Metcalfe. The Governor-General had expressed a desire to 
have a further report rn the general character of the Keonthsl ruler as a 
ooxnplaint had been made againt«t him. According to Maddook, the Governor* 
General could not come te any conclusion as to the validity of the eharges 
adduced against the Rana. lie further observed : **The Rana may also be 
permitted to afford a proof of hie assertion that he has not demanded or egaeted 

fh>m the Thakur of Theog more tribute than he is entitled to. It ooom 

to Bia Lordship that the relations between the Rana and his dependent mi^t 
be more definitively fixed.** 

Maddook to Clerk, November 7,1889, B. K. 39, h. K. 64. 

„ Metcalfe, „ „ „ p. 556 and 5M A. 

Alad sSe, Brekine to Clerk, July 88, 1841, B. N. 60, L, N, 83. 





About the hrst complaint, Clerk wrote that the Rana had staled 
w> him that Bhola, the father of Giaru, was the Wazir; but ho also 
admitted that, on account of the inlirmity of Baola, Giaru, though not 
installed formally as a Wazir, had been permitted to assume the more 
active duties of the office. Clerk also had a t ilk with Bh da who, though 
illiterate, struck him ‘‘as a man capable of being employed in many 
concerns relating to the Hill management". Giaru seemed to Clerk “to be 
shrewd and a knave" and was a Chaprasi at Sabathu formerly. That 
was the reason why Colonel Tapp did not think him fit to hold the office 
of the Wazir but Bhola was an able person and in every way fit to be 
the Wazir.^ 


Clerk admitted that Ccdonel Tapp been desirous of raising the 
standard of the qualification of a Wazir and so might have demurred to 
the employment of Giaru. But the end in view could more effectually 
be attained by evincing more indifference to that irresponsible personage 
and a constant care to make jaanifest the obligations in which the Rana 
himbelf should be directl}^ held to discharge his duties towaids his people 
and towards the British Government, If a ruler were made to feel that 
he himself were strictly responsible for every act of mal-administration 
that may reflect discredit on the paramount state of which he held his 
territory, he would comprehend also that the selection of a Wazir was 


1. Clerk also made his observaiions on the inetitution of the “Wazarat”. Much 
importance had bean publicly attached to tJie selection of the Wazir and that 
it had been the practice o( the locel Jlritish agent to uphold an institution found 
•sifting at the period of its earlie&t connection with the Hills. But he thought 
the institution to be incompatible with any capacity in a chief to govern, as 
it exoluded every range of talent or Dnergy on his part, the greater the political 
oonaideratiens bestowed on the irresponsible ofacer of the Wazir, the leas would 
be the sense of the t liief'a own reaponaibility. Clerk further remarked ;«‘This 
ie not the condition in which the British Uoverruneut would desire to see any of 
its vassals on whom the wel fare of numbers depends* Formerly though certain 
disadvantages inherent in those irresponsible and generally hereditary Wasdrs 
were apparent to the British functionaries, they were averse from doing 
anything to suppress them from the apprehension of thus encroaching on the 
prescriptive rights of mdividuals**. Clerk pointed out that it was satisfactory 
to observe that the emancipation of the Chiefs hud considerably advanced, 
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his own concern. It was Clerk’s wish that Government should follow a 

con.dstent policy in such cases, and he wrote: “hlagrant acts of tyranny 
towards individuals or deterior tion of the domain restored to him by 

the British Government should be punished by its resumption to the 
dominion of the company and the bestowal of pittance for his support”. 
Finally, he was of the view that Government should not interfere in the 
selection of the Wazir; rather it should allow the Chiefs to have their 
own nominee,' at the same time warning them 6f the consequences of a 
bad choice. 


Ill regard to the second complaint of keeping a concubine, Clerk 
felt that Government could not intervene in the mntter, even though 
the woman might exercise an influence over the nflairs of the Rana. In 
the last inierview which Clerk had with him, the Rana told him that he 
had formally assigned to the Rani for her maintenanct^ the Pargana of 
Jai. Clerk added that the Rana had informed him of the measure in 
order that should anxiety over again be felt as to her condition, the 
British Government might know what ie her appointed provision and if 
it should think proper protect her enjoyment of it.* 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, Appril 19, 1840, B. K. S3. L N 155. 

Clerk observed : “Genemlly speaking when a Thrtkiir is neither a minor 
nor an idiot, more of time and attention of I ho British Government would be 
requisite to uphold an eligible Wazir of its own choice and at the some time 
lePs ifficiently attain towards the fulfilme- t of the proper objects of the state, 
T,han in allowing the Chiefs to make the beat luj esn of his own chosen ofacer 
under a salutary fear of the consequences liable to result to himself through 
their incapacity**. 

2, Clerk to Metcalfe, April 19, 1840, B, N. 83, L. N. 155. 

Later on, the Rana resumed this Pargana although, at the persuasion of 
Government, he promised to grant to the Rani another piece of land equivalent 
in revenue N. 132, L« N. 4), 



Clerk next referred to the third complaint against the Rana of 
exdtfng a revolt in Theog. The Thakurof Theog had preferred such a 
complaint in the'Ssbathu office. The worst feature of the case was the 
correspondence between Jaita, an influential zamindar of Theog, and a 
woman, in the establishment of the Rana of Keonthal. The political 
Agent carefully examined Jaita who admitted that he occasionally 
received letters from tbeVoman in question on the subject of a change 
of administration in Theog. But the defence of the Rana was that the 
Thakur of Theog, having abrogated all the other conditions proper to 
vassalage, had preferred a complaint against him to escape the payment 
of Uibute due to him. The Thakur “aimed at accomplishing the sole 
act wanting to enable him to repudiate the connection, by paying to 
the British Government the tribute which the British Government has 
by its ‘Sanad* guaranteed that he should pay to the Rana*' ^ 


Clerk assembled all the interested persons. The tribute paid by 
Theog was Rs, 500 per annum. On investigation, it was found that the 
Thakur bad to pay also an arrear of Rs. 600 only. So the total of 
R$. 1100 was to be paid by Theog to the ruler of Keonthal by Sambat 

1896-1839-40. This was acknowledged by the Vakils of Theog before 

Clerk. At his persuasion, an engagement was drawn in writing and tbt 
Theog agents agreed to liquidate it by the end of Sawan. Another sum 
of Rs. 400, demanded by the Keonthal ruler, as a ‘nazfana’, was relin¬ 
quished. The Rana expressed some anxiety for the maintenance of the 
terms of the grant under which he held his possessions, in so far as it 
related to Theog. The‘Sanad, or the grant provided for the perpetual 
subjection of Theog to the Rana and declared that he was to help the 
Thakur as well as the peop e of that district to collect porters and troops 
that may be required from them by the British Government. Jt also 
prescribed that the Thakur of Theog was to recognise the Rana of 
Keonthal as his acknowledged master, to consider himself liable to be 
turned out if he disobeyed the latter's orders or if he neglected to pay 
the tribute of Rs. 500 in two half yearly instalments. The position of 


1. C\mk to Motoalfo. April 19. 1S40, B. R. 83, L. N. 156, 
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the two parties did not accord with the above tevma and Clerk observed 
that if the term? had not been ^scinded, he wouM recommend a due 
advertence io them by the Puperintendirg Agent: Clerk wat also against 
the residence of a Theog Vakil at the Agency as it led to a distracted 
state of things in Theog. Clerk was also not sure whether Theog existed 
only under the ‘Sanad* granted to Kconthul or its rights had been 
separately acknowledged by the British Government. * 


There were tix letters which the Rana was alleged to have written 
with a view to deposing the late Thakur of Theog or to exciting a revolt 
in that territory. In that connection, Clerk saw Rana Sansar Singh of 
Keonthaj alone. According to him, he was not devoid of acuteness and 
some intelligence regarding his affairs and that he denied the authentic 
citv of five out of six letters. As Clerk observed : “It is difficult to 
conceive that a man of this type would deliberately perjure himself in 
the very solem f rm of oath, in which he voluntarily before me, and, 
as he tells me, had in Mr. Metcalfe's presence, denied the authenticity 
of fiv out of six letters which I placed before him purporting to be 
written or attested by himself with a view to depose the late Thakur of 
Theog or to excite a revolt in that territory." Clerk had no hesitation, 
in believing the R^na because no instance had ever come to his 
knowledge *‘of the principal committing himself in a document written or 
signed by himself". 


In regard to the administration of Kcontbal, Clerk remarked that 
it was not so mild, p-rpular and vigorous as it had been in the days of 
the late Rani-mother and her minister Dhunkal. He wanted that the 
Rana should be awakened to his sense of responsibility,* if he were to be 
deprived of all power and prestige, he might be rendered reckless and 


I, Clark to Mataalfo» April IS, 1840, B. N. 8^ I,. N. 186. 

8. Tba Court of Diraotora appreoiatad this attituda of Clerk and aspraaead a kopa 
surnmniaiit Would ragutato itt eoBduet towawli tha ro|kr of ^aonthal by 
tha apifit of ibia rainirk CP* P^* I** ' 9 ^* 4*) 
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more incapable, he should be admonished but the earliest opportunity 
should be taken of throwing back upon him at the same time in a formal 
manner the whole responsibility of governing territory firstly and 
managing his relations with Theog according to the terms of his 
‘Sanad’. He concluded his long letter by saying that the other Hill 
Chiefs were no better than the Rana of Keonthal.i 


In May, Metcalfe, in reply, sent a copy of a despatch of the 
Secretary at Agra, in which the Lieutenant- Governor concurred with the 
views expressed by Clerk who was thus able to persuade Government to 
: estore the ruler to his old position.® 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, Af ril 19, 1840, B. N, 83, L. N. 156. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, May 16, 1840, B, N. 126, L. N. 89. 

Thomason to Metcalfe, May II, 1840, B, N. 126, p. 204. 

Thomason wrote to Metcalfe that the Lieutenant-Governor oonourrod 
with Clerk’s views and that he should direct Colonel Tapp “ to adopt 

prospectively the course therein recommended.” He further remarked ; “. 

You are now authorised to forward to Rana Sanssr Chand a suitable Khillat 
from Government, accompanied by a communicat on from yourself calculated to 
soothe him for the degradation he has already suffered, to impress him with a 
due responsibility of his station and bis obligation both to the paramount 
power and his feudatory Thakurs and to incite him to such a line of conduct in 
future os may promise to prove beneficial both to himself and to the people 
of his territory”. The Court of Directors, to whom the rase had been referred, 
was a little sceptical about the Rana’s administration. Hamilton, tha 
Secretary at Agra, sent the following lines from one of its despatches:— 

• 

**Mr. Clerk .made such report on imputations.against the Rana 

as has induced the Lieutenant-Governor to confer upon the Chief the Khilat 
which had been temporarily with-beld from him. Although we are not prepared 
to disapprove this proceeding, Mr. Clerk*S’disclosure of the Rans's character 
and ot the administration of the country causes as much misgiving as to the* 
probable results of his rule”, 

'll . ' ' ' ' • ' - ' 

, 'Kxtraet (paias 88 and 84)( f a despgteh No. 30 of 1841, August 28, 1841, 
Baailton to Clerk, January 10,;^ lilV9. N. N. 4* 
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8 The British Government versus the Gis- Satie] Chieis in regard to the 

Imposition of Duties. 

The policy of the East India Company had always been the 
encouragemeut of internal trade. But the country was divided into a 

number of states .dependent or independent .each of which 

possessed the riglit of levying duties on goods and merchandize. The 
Cis- Sutlej states were no exception to this rule, and imposed duties 
on all merchandize passing through their territories. Not only was this 
right a profitable source of iucomo but the Chiefs also viewed it as ah 
attribute of sovereignty. The British Government desired to get these 
duties reduced and regularized and appealed to the states repeatedly 
to this effect. There was no question of denying this right of imposing 
transit duties, but the real aim was to eliminate all obstruction in 
the way of internal trade^. 


The period of Clerk’s agency was marked by a dispute betwee* 
I'atiala and Government on the question ol Simla duties. In 1830,* 
Kennedy, the Political Agent at Sabathu, addressed Hawkins, the Residoat 
at Delhi, on complaints made by several traders frequenting these 
states of the numerous transit duties exact<^d by the protected Sikh states, 
but panicularly by the Patiala Rtija who levies at three differeit Chowkies 
between this place and Pinjor, a distance of fifty miles.** He suggested 
that the Patiala Government be called upon to declare a tariff of duties 
on nicTchanvlize and articles of consumj:)tion taxed at Pinjor and to hold 


1. Whenever any state or principality lapsed to the British Govenimont, the very 
iirat thing that it did ww to abolish the transit duties prevailing in it. 

How popular this abolition was, would be apparent from a letter of Wade 

to Murray. Writing to Elliott, the Governor. Gciieifirs agent at 

Murray sent the letter of Wade, Political Assistant at Ludhiana, showing the 
iati-Hfttction of tae lapsed oiiiates at the abolition of all customs and transit 
duties. 

<B N. 72, L N. 1S5. October 8, 1824)* 

2. Kennedy to Hawkins, October 9,1830, B. N. 31, L. N. 36. 

The customs diitioa levied at Haripur and Pin>or were also questioned in 1829 by 
Lt. Pat Qerard, in charge of the Company’s oommorclal affairs. 

/W V L. N. 8. January 10. 1823). 
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the farmers of them responsible for its infraction.* He also forwarded 
results of inquiries made by him from certain merchints trading 
ia Simla.* 

The question was referred by Government to Clerk for his 
observations. Clerk dealt with the whole question in a carefully 
prepared despatch dated September 30, 1831*. He wrote that he had 
taken the opportunity of suggesting to the agents of Patiala " to 
eommunicate to the Raja the aniious desire of the Governor-General to 
devise tome mode for the protection of traders resorting to Simla against 
the present vexations to which they complain of being subjected from the 
oppressive taxation laid on their goods by the Pati la Government”. 
Clerk met Kapur Singh, a trusted agent of Patiala, and had a talk with 
him. The conclusion to which he bad arrived was that the ruler of 


1. Later, Kennedy wrote to Hawkins that he had read the Sanads^ under which 

Patiala held hie hill territory..the one for five Pargonas of Baghat under 

the seal and signature of Lord Moira, dated, September 3, 1816, the other for 
eleven Pargfinas of Keonthal under the same authority dated September 19,1816, 
and that in both the documents, the right of the Raja to levy transit duties is 
distinctly recognised; in Ilaqa Baghat to Rs. 1600 per annum and in Keonthal 
without mention of any specific sum, since which date the agents of the Raja have 
levied duties in the territory thus ceded to him. Kennedy admitted that the town 
and territory of Pinjor wore held under a different ‘Sanad’. He further observed; 

** .the transit duties at Bar, Pinjor and Haripur.are given in farm by 

« the Patiala Raja to the highest bidders and there being no check on control, the 

petitioners are left at the mercy of the farmers who.generally levy a greater 

or less tax upon individuals according to their apparent means and ability to 
pay. The abuses inherent in such a system act as a check upon the commercial 

prosperity of the Hill provinces and I.submit for your consideration 

the propriety of restricting the agents of the Patiala Raja from levying transit 
duties upon goods passing the Chowkies at Pinjor, Bar and Haripur at more than 
one of the said mentioned places aiid that they be furnished with fixed rates for 
•U descriptions of goods. 

(November 830, B. N. 31, p. 57-68). 

2. Kennedy to Hawkins, B. N. 31, p. 58-60. 

3. Clerk to Prinsep, September 30, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 80. 

Clerk sent a copy of the letter to Martin also. 


(B. N. 77, L. N. 88h 
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Patiala, if er couraged to express his opinion freely, would evince great 
tenacity on the subject of duties levied by him in the Pinjor valley 
and upwards. That was rather surprising "on the part of a chief, wh^ 
is so specially beholden to the British Government for the rank and 
consideration he at present enjoys ", Kapur Singh proposed to 
discontinue the two Chowkies of Bar and Haripur and to lay on Pinjor 
the transit duties now levied at the two former places, as he was anxious 
to leave Clerk favourably impressed with the accommodating intentions 
of the Patiala ruler. 


According to Clerk, there was essential difference between the 
duties h vied at Pinjor and those imposed at Bar and Haripur. It was 
wrong for the Raja to assert that Govemment had bestowed upon him 
the produce of the duties at the latter two places. In his supi:)ort, the 
Raja referred to the 'Sanads* granted by the British when it granted 
the Hill territory to Patiala, after the conclusion of the Gurkha War 
Clerk was emphatically of the opinion that Patiala had no right of 
establishing, in the Parganas allotted to her, such Chowkies as Govern¬ 
ment on its own part had abolished. Moreover, the duties were to be 
imposed only in those parts which Government had reserved to itself. 
The farmers of the ‘Sanads*, Clerk felt, would not have neglected the 
opportunity then offered for the protection and furtherance of trade. 
He reminded Prinsep how on September 30, 1814, Government before 
granting the territory, conquered from the Gurkhas, to the Hill Chiefs 
ordered them to allow to the subjects of the company and to their goods 
and merchandize .a free right of passage,' 

Although the Raja might net admit it, yet it was clear that no 
Chowkies existed at Bar and Haripur, previous to the grant. This fact 
could be corroborated by a statement mude by the Local British 
authorities in charge of Baghat and Keonthal when S')me of their 
Parganas were about to be transferred to Patiala. Clerk concluded by- 
remarking : "I am included to think that such restrictions on traffic as 
are at present the subject of complaint against the Chowkits established 


Clerk to Prinsep, September 30, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 83. 
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arid maintained at Bar and H iripur are an unwarrantable as’^umption 
€»n the part of the Pathda Raj.^*' With regard to the Chowki at Pinjor, 
the position was altogether different. It was held by Patiala on a grant 
previous to any connection with the British Government and the state 
was entitled to tax goods by the third clause of the Prodnmati n of 1809. 
Xtos Patiala was within its rights in keeping a Chowki at Pinjor.* 


In this despatch, clerk also took the oppoitunity of apprizing 
Government about duties on the timber in Jumna,* which used lo be 
foimcrly levied by the Chiefs. The view which Government then took 
was the abolitu n of these duties, without compensat on, could only be 
effected by means of negotiations and by an adjustment of the different 
ela'ms of the Chiefs concerned; even then the proposed cemmut at ion 
could scarcely be considered a measure of compulsion ^ Although 
(Government, in the Proclametioii of 1809, had stipulated for the free 


1. Clerk to Prinaep, September 30, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 80. 

2. It is interesting to note that Patiala only derived about Bs. 1100 a year from tlie 
teiree posta^ 

2# Clerk was anxious to open the Jumna for navigationit would have cheapened 
the transport of goods. If some how or other, ‘‘great unavoidable and infinite 
delay” be avoided, the merchants would gladly use the Jumna. He gave the 
example of a boat laden with ‘Bhang’ which had been d^jtained for about a month 
by Begam Saznru’s officers and a duty of Rs, 1(X) was levied before it was 
released. There were not many natural obstacles, as the river contained enough 
water except for a few weeks in Jonuary and February; at times, rainfall remove<i 
this defect. The river would provide a letter means of transport than land, 
which was intor-sected by a new Chowki every ten or twelve miles. According to 
Clerk, the only impediment to the navigation was “in liability to exactions an<i 
detention from the Sikh Chiefs and proprietors residing along the h^iriir of the 
river • Although the Chiefs ha<i the right to impose duties on merchandize, by 
the Proclamation of 1809, yet Clerk desired that they should be told plainly tliat 
in the event of the navigation being opened, they would not be aUowed *‘to view 
it as opening a new source of profit to them”. 

(B. N. 78, L. N. 31). 

4. Sven as early as 1819, Birch had suggested the payment of a compensation to the 
Chiefs for the loss of timber-duty (B. N, 65, L. N. 10); for example, he paid R s. 
8051/7/3 as c o mpensation (B. N. 64, L. N. 37). Ochterlony had fixed the sate o* 
mich duties (B. K, 61, LL. K, 69 A 84). 
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♦rar sit of British manufactures and of horses for cavalry, Clerk ^was of • 
the view that this stipulation fully implied the relinquishment to the 
Chiefs of an entire discretion to levy whatever duties they liked.^ Clefk 
clearly pointed out that Government had definitely abstained from, 
negotiating for their aholition. Even about a duty on grain, the states 
were told that Government was not prepared to claim any exemption on 
that account* Thus these Chiefs had from such decisions derived great- 
confidence in their expectation of preserving a prerogative to which they 
attached a great value.* 


According to Clerk, the total amount realized from the duties 
levied throughout the Protected Sikh states 1 etween the Sutlej and the 
Jumna was Rs. 34115 only; at Jagadhari the transit duty amounted to 
Rs. 12,2< 0, half of it belonged to Rani Sukhan, one of the two widov/?; 
of Sardar Bhsgwan Singh of Buria while the other half was token by 
Government.* If it wanted to further the interest of traders by aboli¬ 
shing dutiis, it would have to begin by abolishing the imposts levied 
at Jagadhari. Clerk believed that the number of CLo^\ki8 was n6t 


J. Clerkwfon^tothoArfciok^OamlToftl.elVocIara^^^^^ which weiv , a. 

foUo)B78 :- 

Articlt 0. All Europoan artiolos bmight by meruhnnts from the Eastern di,tr.. te 
for the use of the aimy, shall bo allowo<l to pass by the ThsLodars and Sayenlars 
of the several Chiefs, without molestation snd the demand of the duty. 

AHicU r. All Worses purchased for the use of the eavalry regiments, whether in 

Oie district of Sirhind or elsewhere.shall Ik, allowed to pass through the 

country on the said Chiefs without molestation and the demand of the'duty 
(Cunningham, p. 498, Appendix XXVI). 

Moreover, these concessions were only meant for the anny and not for purposes 

of general tmd«. 

2* Clerjr ^ Priiieep, September 30, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 80. 

I. In wality, bcthBani eukhap and the British Government derived Bs. loe«Oa 
year eaph from the duiisB levied at Jagadhari which iucludtd more than Ldf* 

dcaen Htul, of duties imposed in Buri* and Jagadhari, (B.N.Sl.LM m) 
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increasing; in course of five years, only one new Chowki was established 
by Kaithal at ‘Simalka* which yielded only ten rupees a year. If the 
Governor-General considered that the condition of roads was any obstacle 
to,the trade of Simla, Clerk suggested the expediency of opening out a 
route from Jagadhari to Simla, by cutting the Kiarda Valley. The new 
route, in comparison with the route to Pinjor, would be liable to 
molestation "from very few independent authorities''; the British 
Government could make its own terms with the Raja of Sirrnur through 
whose territory a considerable part of the route would lie.^ 


Personally, Clerk was not in farour of the total abolition of * the 
transit duties* levied by the Sikh Chiefs, as they had to maintain the 
security of the roads along which they were levied; in other words the 
imposts weie a means of re-imbursing the proprietor for the security from 
molestation enjoyed by those passing through his possessions The high 
roads were kept in a tolerable condition by th^ Chiefs at their own 
expense. Moreover, the Chiefs had to maintain police for the protection 
of these roads.* Clerk emphatically declared that it would be an extreme 
measure to annul their rights to the toll. In his opinion the amount of 
the duties was no obstacle to the commer* ial intercourse. It was the 
uncertainty of the exaction^, which really retarded trad<». So Clerk did 


1. Clerk to Prinsep, Sf'ptember 30, 1831^ B. N. "^7, L. N. 89, 

On December 24, 1831, Martin forwarded to Clerk a copy of a letter addressed by 
Prinsep to one Lieutenant White, who was “to examine and report upon the 
practioability of openia; a road to Sitnla from the neighbourhood of Nahan so as 

to join the road.in the Kiardadun and afford a convenient and short outlet to 

the riains*'. Lieutenant White was to communicate with Kennedy an'? also to 
find out if this rjad would prove better than that between Fabathu and Bar; he 
was tils > to stote ti e cost and to make ioipiiries about the territories v I the 

(Chiefs through which it would pes^. 

Martin to Clerk, December 24, 1831 B. N. 31, L. N. 97. 

Prinsep to White, December 4, 1831, B. N. 31, p. 164. 

Xhe problem created by transit duties was also taken up by Ross in 1823. He 
admitted the inconvenionce caustMl by itheir imposition and tried to discuss the 
question how far the British Government could interfere. 

(B. N. 71, L. N. 60, January 31, 1823). 
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not desire 1 he total abolitbn of these duties; moreover, such an action 
would be harsh for the Chiefs. In conclusion, he remarked: ‘‘I w'ould 
submit with deference whether a measure for specificatly regulating these 
charges on trade might m t be rendered fully efficacious towards the 
encouragement of trade, in so far as its furtherance now depends upon 
circumstances of the nature in particular at the same time that it might 
be shown to be beneficial to the Sikh Sardars themselves.^ 


To this lengthy de^tpatch, Prinsep, Secretary to the Governor- 
General, sent a reply * To him it appearM from the result of Clerk’s 
inquiries that the Chowkis established by the Raja of Patiala at Bar and 
Haripur Were placed at these points subsequent to the completion of the 
road to Simla constructed by Government, while the Chowki at Pinjor 
was older. He quoted the opinion of the Governor- General, who wanted 
the levy of duties on the hew Government hill-road at the two points 
named to be discontinued. His J.ordship had resolved to take this 
course, though he was of the opinion that the Pinjor Chowki must be 
left, the Raja being free to collect duties there as heretofore.* 


1. Clerk to Prinsep, September 30, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 89, 

Clerk quoted the case of Shahabad the Sardars who had to keep a foroe of ir> 
Sepoys for the protection of their road. 

See also, B. N. 80, L. N. 197, and B, N, 81. L. N. 11. 

2. Prinsep to Clerk, November 11. 1831, B. N. 31, !.». N. 87. 

3. About eleven years later (May 9, 1842) once again, the question of Simla ousiooMi 
was raised by the Political Agent at Babathu. Clerk wrote to him to the follow¬ 
ing effect;— 

.I beg leave to observe that I do not consider that the orders of 

Government.referred to contemplated abolition of ordinary duties of any. 

Chowkis of the Sikh or hill Chiefs and certainly not those of any Chowkis which 
are not situated on the main road from the plains to Simla. 

(OWmiced/rom pagf'. 





[3681 


Clerk was in-tnicted to explain to the Raja of Patiala the decision 
of thfe Governor- General and the reason for it. Further if the Raja could 
•liow that the duties levied at those -places formed any part of sayer. 

'included in the Govirnment ‘Sanads, his claim to remuneration for Uie kss 
of what he had purchased would be fairly considered. The obj ct of 
Government was declared to be the improvement and facilitation of the 
means of communication either by construction of rjads or abolition of 
the Chowkis; no new Chowkis could be allowed to be set up by the 
ftiates. 


In regard to the levying of tiutics by the Sikh Chiefs, it was 
clearly declared that the Governor- General had no intention of inleifer- 
ing with the authority exercised by ihem within their respective 
possessions. If possible, the Governf>r-Gencral wanted to establish 
,ozie set of Chowkis ** for the levy of duties once for the whole country’^ 
.the. proceeds were to be divided afterwards amongst the Chiefs according 
-to the extent of their respective possession. Only the method of 
. persuasion was to be used for that purpose.^ If Clerk could do it, ha 
should try to affect it; the princes were to be told that there was no 


(Continued from pjge 367) 

The intention of Ch»verument 1 should rather conceive to have been to prevent 
new Chowkis being ostablishod by Chiefs in order to intercept supplies proceeding 
a Britisli station or the rates of their old Hahdari duties being raised with a 
vie# speedily to realise unusual exactions on a treble so created or revised. 

I cannot imagine that Government would see any reason .^n abrogating the 
ancient rights of Chiefs, rights of which they are the most tenacious as denoting 
(Chieftaincy in having for its own convenience established a distant station on 
the frontier with their domains intervening. Besides we invariably hobl tlio 
Chiefs very strictly to the obligations of protection whicrh according to their 
proscriptive rules the levying of such customs imposes upon thom’h 

(B. N, 86, h, N. 473). 


Tho letter showed clearly that GovtTmmont was not trying to disturb the old 
rights of the Chiefs and that tliis view remained unchemged for a long time. 

Pnnsep to Cleri, November U, B. N, 31, L. N. 87. 



itttCiition to interfere with their estAblishedl rights ftnd privllje^f^s.^ 

The attitude of Gwernm nt towards tariffs, imposed by itSe 
Chiefs, was explained by Clerk, in a letter* to Turner, Magistrate it' 
Sah.tranpur. He wrote that he had addressed several Sikh Chiefs,' 
whosi possessions were situated on the banks of the Jumna, to bo' 
informed whether the rates of dut es and tolls now levied by them 'fH' 
their respeo ive Ilaq is had varied from tl»e fixed rates, which they bail 
furnished to the office in 1822 for thd informulm of the British 
authorities. Cler., added that ho initerial variation had taken phiftiB' 
vithin the last ten years, . 


(Confiitued/ from page 36S) 

ThA O ivfinm iit Hi triad to buy Out Chiefs; f.*f eic^aap'le Be^am Samrd 

WAS to b3 p4i bjr hhlf-yoarly ioHalme.itt tbe sura of Ft?, 446J/12/6 which oho h«4 
iitiro^d to acoop *. in cortimu^nfcioh of her right to collect duties at oU her ghata 
<»n Jum'iaab^ve an<l below Delhi (B N. L. N, K>2, October 31» 1882). ' ' ' * 

While w-ri’iTift a note on the nivigalion of the Jumiiav Clerk bad drawn Oovern- 
raent'e ntteo: i >ti to the etaeti ms of B^gi n Samru and observed : *'I do not sea 
Iiow such i« icepcct to this braH of the river are distinguish Able from 

the 8 rniUr rights which the Sikh Chiefs so situated will allege ^6 beilohg I# « 
them’% He was of the view that Governmeat should reaclnd this fight Of liiiNi'* 
Jind U this were not possible, to rbgulste her impo.«t3 (B. N. 73, L. N. 31,. Jctopi^ 
10, 1832). That Was Why Govern nent entered iat> bh i ahora agrsefrnai 

i. Prbisep observed: ‘*If by poraua^ion and explanation of the advantages of such 
an arrajigomont, you can procure its adoption, tho Governor-General thinks the 
•object a very proper one for you to attempt effecting but it is not his desire that 
any other influence but that of persuasion should be used/’ 

Clerk again dealt with the question of tho establisliraent of one set of Chowkis fer 
the whole country in a letter of December 1833. Ha explained that the proposals for 
the revision of transit duties levied by the protected Chiefs, were not carried into 
effect, because tlie Chiefs were opposed to tho moasuros. He added that if the 
arrangements were first to be introduced in the Lahore dominions, the f*roto6ted'‘ 
Chiefs would also agree. 

Clerk to Fraeer, December 31 1833* B. N, 79, L, N* 173* 

18. Dlerk to Turner. December 14. 18:t2. B. N, 78. L. N. 15L 
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clerk then dealt with Turner's proposal to modify the transit 
duties. As Clerk pointed out, however desirable the proposal might be, 
lie was precluded, by the tenor of the instructions of Government, from 
exercising any interference with the rights of the Sikh Chiefs. 
Government had on several occasions recorded their specific orders on the 
subject. He also quoted the third article of the Proclamation of 1809 
which guaranteed the Protected Chiefs the full exercise of the authority 
in their own possessions which they enjoyed before they came under the 
British protection; that was a clear recognition of the right to impose 
whatever transit duties they chose. Clerk also quoted the view of the 
Governor-General which refuted the general view held the that Sikh Chiefs 
were entitled only to duties levied in 1809.^ The view had not changed; 
as Clerk pointed out further that when he had drawn up a report in 1831 
on the trade and transit duties of the entire tract of the country between 
the Sutlej and the Jumna, the Governor-General had expressed his 
d'etermiiiation not to interfere with the established rights and privileges of 
the Chiefs; nor was His Lordship prepared to prescribe any particular 
course of action to them in any branch of their local administration. 

In December, 1832,Macnaghten addressed a communication to 
cierk in which the latter was asked to find means for relieving the trade 
across the protected Sikh States also frem the frequent stoppages and 
demands for duty between the Sutlej ard the jLnna.* He agreed with 
Clerk that obstruction to trade did riot consist so much in the aggregate 
amount of thc dulits demanded as in the liability to frequent stoppages 


1. Clerk to Turner, Beceinber 14,1832, B. N. 77, L. N. 154. 

Clerk observed : “The Governor-General in Council is decidedly of opinion thvt 
we cannot in justice take the ground that the Sikh Chiefs are entitled only to tho 
duties levied in 1809**. 

Z Jiacnaghten to Clerk, Ceccintcr 16, 1832, B. N. 32, L. N. 126. 

Macnagnten had Written to wade expressing the gratification of the Governor- 
General at the attempt of Maharaja Kanjit -Singh to systematise the transit duties 
(B. N. 32, p. 56-B). Wade had informed Macnaghten of what the Maharaja was 
doing in the way of regulating the duties levied between Attock and Phfllaur. 
(B. N. 82, L. N. 186, Kovember 9, 1832). 
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and ^consequently to delays and exactions. According to Macnaghten^ 
the only remedy was to induce the native states concerned to abolish al 
the intermediate Chowkis and to collect their dues at one place on eitlier 
frontier, in the manner proposed by Maharaja Kanjit singh. The 
collection of duties was not to be undertaken by the British Government.^ 
Clerk was instructed to prevail upon the Chiefs to adopt the idea; a tariff 
was to be published, indicating the established rates of duty. The systeni 
was first to be introduced on the road from Delhi to Amritsar; later on, 
if successful, it could be adopted on the Jagadhari-Ludhiana road. In 
other words, the plan proposed by Macnaghtcn was Similar to that of 
Prinsep, which he had propounded in his letter of November 11, 1831. 
i he reply given by Clerk was that the Chiefs were opposed to the 
measure. However, he tried to do something in the matter. In a letter 
to Fraser, dated July 25, 1833,* he wrote that he had negotiated the 
amount of compensation to be paid to different Chiefs in lieu of duties to 
be levied upon all goods on the Jumna and was submitting the proposal 
for the sanction of Government. The negotiations were long and tedious 
as the Sardars had formed an exaggerated estimate of their income from 
this source. But, as Clerk remarked, time and explanation had taught 
them to view the subject more correctly. An agreement, sealed and 
signed, had been deposited in the Agency Office at Ambala. The under¬ 
mentioned Chiefs were promised the amount shown against each* : — 


(a) 

Rani Sukhan of Dialgarh and Jagadhari. 

Rs. 

300 

(b) 

Mai Ram Kunwar of Chillaundi. 

50 

(C) 

Mai Jian of Thanesar. 

360 

(d) 

Sardar A jit Singh of Ladwa. 

200 

(«) 

Nawab Mohy-ud-din Khan of Kunjpura. 

100 

(0 

Nawab Ghulam Ali Khan of Kunjpura. 

160 


Total : 

1,150 


1. Wade was in favour of the British Government undertaking this duty. 

‘2, Clerk to Fraser, B. N. 69. 79, L. N. 69. 

Government had directed Clerk to effect a pecuniary compromise with the Chiefs, 
a. Ibid 

Clerk added that the first three would lapse to Government, after the death af 
the present occupants. 
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Another problem that Clerk had to face was smuggling, which 
^lit on, at times with the connivance of the British Customs Oflfirials 
an^ those of the Chiefs, Government was anxious to stop it for 

esff^biishing a customs preventive line along a canal.the Shah 

;^|^hr.which ran from the Hifls in the North to Delhi. In April 1835, 

li^calfe requested Clerk to ascertain and report on the •‘practicability 
of ^introducing with the free consent of the Chiefs concerned, the British 
Customs Chowkis and management into their territory" * Clerk in reply 
pointed out that the construction of the canal had inflicted suffering 
^n the j>eople.* Peasants, whose lands were intersected by ^hc Canal, 
had to swim across for eight months in a year in order to cultivate their 
fields. So he recommended construction of three bri ^ges to minimise 
|liis evil.® Further, in all cases of temporary destruction of crops or 
permanent Joss of arable land by submertijn, he had granted fu 1 
compensation, without making any distinction between the subjects of 
thie British Government and those of the Chiefs Although the latter 
were not actuated by the idea of promoting the happiness of the people/ 
yet they were against the introduction of Customs Chowkis in their 
territory.Clerk cited the eiampie of Sardarni Sukhan of Dyalgarh.® 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, April 22, 1835, B. N. 35, U N. 19. 

X Clerk to Matcalfe, October 23, 1835, B. N. 81, L. N. 120. 

As Clerk observed later, the canal had been built without obtaiiiii>g the consent 
of the Chiefs, 


3. 


Metcalfe expressed the approval of Government bnt wanted to know tfe prcbable 
expense which it would have to bear. 

(B. N. 35, L. N. 67). 


4, Clerk remarked : **Sikh proprietors are not commonly remarkable fora consideru- 
tioxi for the welfare and comfort of the people subjected to them’*. 

(B. K. 81, L. N. m) 

5, She was one of the two widows of Bhagwan Singh of Biiria and hod a moiety of 

the duties levied at Jagadhari, a very important emporium, while th© other 
moiety was possessed by the British Government. The ineeme form the 
Jagadhari duies was about Bs* 26,000 per annum. After meeting the expenses of 
collection, amounting to Bs. 5,000, the remainder was dividt^d equally between 
the two co-sharers. She expressed her unwillingness to the introduction of 
British oustoms stations, although Clerk felt that her demur to the proposal 
was not genuine and that she was ready “to be bribed to comply”. On 
Mctcalef *8 inquiry as to the nature of the Sardarni’s expectation. Clerk replied 
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Metcalfe again ap^roacheil Clerk on the question of establishing 
Bri^^sh Cystoms.Houses within the territories of the Protected 
Princes, He ^Qte a despatch to Clerk dated May 2^, 1836, and also 
forwarded a map prepared by the Collector of Governihent Customs, 
showing the position of the line of the proposed Chowkis.' Clerk 
also asked to say whether the places noted by the Collector were 
subject to British controL 


{Continue from pnge^372) 

that she wanted to bo paid Kh. 10,0!DO a year.half in money and the otlior 

half in lands, the latter inclviding aix and a half villagea, Bituated to the left nt 
the oanal, which onoe lv^longe*d to her sister.widow but were now with Govcjrft- 
ment. As Clerk ob8ervo<l : *‘T)ie importance she attaches to a cession of tti!^ 
kind is in proportion to her <lrcad of the annoyrnco she anticipates from ttu‘ 
interference of the customs-officers’*. On these terms, she would agreo to the 
proposal of Goveimineiit. Ir these terms were not considered attractive I 
Qpveminoiit, Clerk proposed another alternative. Sukhan was anxious tf> 
provide for her brothers. As all her estate would lapse to Government, she 
anxious to provide for tier brothers. If Government ccmld seo its way toi 
sanctioning tho assignment. Clerk was sure that the Siu’darni would U* 
the establishment) of thp British Customs-HouFes Ho added that he himw-it 
was in favour of accepting the 8ardiinii’a condition although he was wise cnotj;-:* 
not to allude to the subject in conversation with her agent thinking ti»at i»e 
might “awaken hopes of n nature which it wouki occasion much pain t" 
disappoint’*. ,, 

Clerk to Metcalfe. October 23, 1835, B, N. 81, b N 
Motoslfo to Clerk, October 30, 1836, B N. 36. L N 67. 

Clerk to Me^alfe. November 12, 1836, B. N. 81, L. N. 132 

I. Metcalfe to Clerk. May ?6, 1830, B. N. 3^, L. N. 42. 

BuFlby to Metcalfe, May 14,1830, B. N. .36, p. 132. 

Bushby had askod Metcalfe to ascertain from Clerk whether the Sikh Chiefs 
would be willing ^‘that the customs preventive line •should La established in the 

territories along the canal’*. Aa said before, the oanal.Sbah Nehr . 

ran from the Hills in the North to Belh:. The portion up to Kamal passed 
through villages belonging^ to the iVotected Princes ahile the lower portion 
through the Britieb territory. As regards the latter, the customs—line cou)d 
be carried without any trouble; in regard to the former alao, the Sa^ar BoonJ 
of Bevenue did net apprehend “any insuperable difficulties in the way ' 
although much depended on the determination of Government to support tho 

arrangenaent; the Secretary of the Board wanted that Clerk should be directly 

approached, and informed of the degree of importanoo attached by Govemmoiii. 
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Clerk made a reply in Aagast 1836.* Among the places men¬ 
tioned by Mr, Smith, the Collector of Government Customs, the British 
Government had joint interest in Buria, Khizrabad and Jagadhari. 
Clerk aiso ref^irred to bis despatches of October 23 and November 12, 
1B35* relating to an arrangement, proposed by Sardarni Sukhan, which 
would enable the Government either to abolish the Customs—House at 
Jagadhari or render it more efficient.* Clerk also forwarded a document 
originally in Persian, drawn up by the agents of the Chiefs of Kunjpura, 
Chappar, Zenpur, Ladwa, Thanesar, Dyalgarh, Chillaundi, Buria, 

( hichrauli, Busi and Dhanaura, through whose territories the proposed 
new line of the Customs-Houses would extend. It had been signed and 
st aled and presented to Clerk as a complianca with the wishes of the 
Board of Revenue in respect to the proposed Chowkis on certain 
conditions.* 


^ {Continued from page 373) 

to the fiuccfssa of the negotiation. In order to make the preventive line effective, 
the whole of the establishment was to be transferred from the Hariana line, to 
the Shah Nehr. The Lieutenant-Governor approved of the transfer ; the 
Secretary of the Board again requested the Lieutenant-Governor to 
be allowed to contact Clerk “with a view to making arrangements for carrying 
the frontier line through the Sikh villages on the canal which are under the 
Tolitical Agent's immediate superintendence". 

B. N, 36, p. 132, March 8, 1836, and 

Maesweer. to Deeds, Mach 24, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 133-34. 

l>ee<ls to Mactween, April 8, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 134-35. 

It seems that the Hariana line inspite of its being incomplete was not * entirely 
given up because in 1843, Thomason, Secretary at Calcutta, observed to Clerk 
that it wotild be very agreeable to Govemor-Ganeral to give up the Hariana 
line^—a course of action which might take some time. 

(B. N. 133, L. N. 77, May 8, 1843). 
1. Clerk to Metcalfe, August f, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 133. 

Of the two, the latter despatch is more important. 

It has been already discussed. 

Government did not agree to Clerk's proposal or buying out the Sardarni, for in 
«1une 1841, he again wrote that Rs. 10,000 a year would satisfy her. He also 
expressed himself in favour of abolition of town and transit duties of /agadhar i 
ss it would immensely ben fit trade and that Government would not be a 
loser in any way, as the income from Saharanpur duties would increase, 

(B. N. 83, L. N. 177). 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, August 5, 1886, B. N. 82, E. N. 133, 



£ 375 ] 


AccordiDg to Clerk, the^ important principles ppheld by them 
mere two-fold: 


(a) the tract of the country lying between the Jumna and 
the canal, Shah Nehr, should with exception to a narrow 
slip to be defined, be secured against the intrusion of 
British Customs Officers, and 

(b) that compensation should be made to the Chiefs either tn 
lard or annual money payment to a fixed amount for the 
present deterioration or destruction of their lands by the 
constant over-flowing of tiie canal water.* 


Clerk went on to say that the average breadth of the tract of 
marshy lands for which the Chiefs required compensation might be 
estimated at one hundred yards on each bank, although in some cases 
mischief, created by the canal, extended to Lalf-a>mile or mere. The 
land of both banks, being thus purchased by Government, would he 
open to the Customs Patrols together with the Canal itself.* Boundary 
pillars would be erected to define the limits of search. The Chiefs were 
willing to relinquish such lands by sale or exchange; the cost estimated 
by Clerk, was about Rs. 25,000 per annum or two or three thousand less; 
the lands to be relinquished by Chiefs was expected to yield about 
Rs. 5,000 a year, so that Government would have to bear an expense of 
about Rs. 20,000 per annum. 

Clerk then forwarded the copy of ‘Wajab-ul-arz' and gave bis 
own criticism of its various stipulations. They were, as follows :_ 


Earlier also Clerk had written about such land. He was of the view that 
these lands oua^t to be measured and than compensation paid. The annuai 
loss of revenue was estimated by him to be between Bs. IQOO and Bs. JiSOo. 

(B. N, 81, L. N. 132). 

Clerk to Metcalfe, August 6, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 133. 

Clerk had also expressed the opinion that Jumna, in certain months, could 
serve the purpose of a canal to form a preventive line to check smuggling, 

(B. N. 81, L. H. 132). 
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L li proposed that compeiis%tion should be mede to the 
(Hiiefs or moaey payments made for the damige, done to the lands bn 
the anal. Clerk thought the demand quite reasonable. 


Clause S. The clause stipulated thdt the interference of the 
Customs Officers in the lahds, lying between the Jumna dhd Shah Nehr 
be prevented. 

Clerk reitiarked that the ttact was cultivated and open; its exemp¬ 
tion from search would be immaterial, if the Shah Nehr ^ere vigilantly 
watched. ^ 

Clause Z. It provided for the passing and re-passing the Canal 
by the Chiefs, their retainers or their 'Sip this*, as hitherto without 
ititerruption from any body; also the villagers were to be permitted to 
cross the canal at all hours of day or night. 

According to Clerk, it wuuld be very inconvenient to the Chiefs 
to be debarred from this privilege; it Would be still worse r the villagers, 
as the fields of s.me were inttrsected by the Canal. 


Clause 4. This clause stipulated that when a Chief had a ferry 
•>a the Jumna, it would still belong to him; the revenue from them 
would be confined to the fare from passengers oniy. 


Clerk said that the ferries were few ; moreover, trade would 
no longer be subjected to the payment of the duties at the ferries. 

Clause J. The Chiefs claimed tlie right of establishing ferry¬ 
boats on the canal wherever the villages really need them; there was to 
bo some reductim in the amount of the fee now paid; ptrmission was to 
be given to the village cattle to drink water from the canal. 


Clerk was of the view that the bridges would be built over the 
Shah Nehr which would obviate the nrcessity for more ferry boats and 
induce the proprietors to dispense with some now in use. At all events, 
t he clause provided that such boats were to be in a manner under the 
control of the Customs Department. Cattle were given permission to 
drink water. 



a^fse 6. This clause provided that the Chiefs would continue 
to levy tr^usit duties at certain Chowkis in the tract lying between the 
Jumna and the canal (Sbah Nehr) or otherwise compensation be paid 
to them. 

According to Clerk, these duties, exclusive of the duties on 
merchandize levied at some of the Jumna ferries, amounted to an inconsi¬ 
derable sum; Clerk, therefore, was of the opinion that the right be bought 
by Government. 


Cl'tuae 7. Inhabitants of vill iges be allowed to pass free with 
all articles for their use and consumption to the value of five or six 
rupees; when they required larger quantities, a note from the Chief Wuuld 
suffice to pass them. 

Clerk thought that the rule could be so regulated as to prevent 
inconvenience to the people or embarassment to the Customs Department. 


Clause 8. It provided for the free transport of revenues rcali-ed 
in kind by the Chief residing on one side of the Canal from the villages 
on the other side ; this comprised all sorts of village produce, some 
taxable and other contraband. 

Clerk believed that the clause would rc quire some consideration. 

Clauae 9, The above engagement was to be made at first for 
three years ; at the end of this period, the British Government could 
consider the engagement null and void, if it did not fulfil the expecta* 
lions at present entertained of its advantages.^ 


Apparently, Government was not satisfied by these conditions 
as the reply of Metcalfe* was that Clerk should postpone ihe negotiations 
for the establishment of British Custom-Houses. 


I. eUsrk to Hotemlle, August im, B. K. SS, L. K. ISS. 
Motealfo to Oltrk, August S, im, B. K. L. K. Tl. 
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About a year later, there.is again a .jiiention of' the Shah Nehr 
in a letter from Clerk in which be, described the damage resulting from 
it. According to him the lands on either side of the canal bad been 
thrown cut of cultivation and as the mischief was on the increase, bitter 
complaints were being made by the Cl iefs.l By way of reply, M ^'Calfe 
in October 1837, foiwarded a 1 tter of Hamilton in which the Li^^ulenant- 
Governor had declared that all losses incurred by the land-owners on the 
banks of the Shah Nehr should be charged to and defrayed by the Canal 
Depfirtment. Further, the Canal Superintendent had been required to 
propose measures for preventing such sort of damage.* Clerk admitted 
tlie justice of g ving compensations to the Sikh Chiefs which to him 
seemed *'so obvious*', more so when the previous consent of the Chiefs 
to the building of the canal had not been obtained.* Metcalfe also 
suggesied the appointment of a well qualified surveyor to remeasure the 
lands in the presence of the accredited ag< nis of the Chiefs.* 


1. Clork to Metcalfe, September 23, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 43. 

Clerk wrote that the lo^^s suffered by the Princes and the cultivators was severe 
4md the oiil> to losseir the^evil was to control the flow of the canal water. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, October 28, 1837, B. N. 37. L. N. 103. 

Ilainilton to Metcalfe, 21, ,, ,, p. 372, 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 10, 1838, B. N. 83, L. N. 60. 

M June 12, ,, „ L. N. 68. 

Clerk added that no negotiations had been entered into with the Chiefs who 
were informed by a Proclamation to give «11 assistance needed. 

4 . Metcalfe to Clerk, October 10, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 67, 

Mocuaght n, September 22, 1838. B. N. 38, p. 305« 

There is no further reference to the canal or the working of the preventive line 
on it till 1843. In that year, Thomason, Secretary tcvthe Supreme Government, 
expressed the desire of the Governor-General to abolish all import duties in the 
Company’s dominions except those on salt and cotton and wanted Clerk, who 
was then the Envoy at Lahore, to negotiate with the Chiefs, whose territories 
lay along the left bemk of the eanal, for earrying on certain measures by 
Clevemaeeat along the eanal to prevent smuggling. He further observed ; **Xh# 

(Oonhfitied pope ^ 79 ) 
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The next tilne whdn we hear of the cuatoms ditties is in 
December, 183S, when Metcalfe <3rew the attention of Clerk to a 
despatch from the Court of Directors, ‘respecting the improvement of 
the s^ystem under which transit duties are levied b}' the Sikh Chiefs, 
asking h m to furnish him with a report. The Court al8> expressed its 
opinion about the establishment of the Preventive line.^ 


(Coniinvc I from pagz oTS) 

pfopoBcd abolition of all duties.will bo very gratifying to ihr. (.‘lik-ls ifnd 

will obviate many of tbo objections, beretoforo ontortainod to tin* granting of the 
accommodation now reasonably asked from them by the Britislj Cb)vernment'\ 

(B. N. J3a. L. N. 77, May H, i843). 

So the prevent ivo line did not work. The ro^uctonce of Govornmojit to accept 
tht? terms of the agreoment or *\Vajal>-ul-nrz’ proposed by Clerk between itself 
and the Chiefs had to do with iv, 

1. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 17, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 89. 

Torrens to Metcalfe, ,, 20. „ »• p. 416. 

The relevant extract, was as follows ;— 

Para 13. In addition to the object which we liave directed you not to lose sight 
of, namely that of inducing the Sikh Chiefs to improve their system of levying 
transit duties, you appear to bo at present negotiating with some of them fov 
the local arrangements by which the best situation may be given to the North- 
West Frontier Line. By far the most advantageous arrangement for both 
purposes, though one which it may not be easy to effect, .would be agreement 
on the part of the Chiefs to renoimce the right of levying transit duties and to 
permit the British preventive line to be carried round their territories, they 
receiving each share of the duties as may be agreed upon and as they may be 
entitled to ; an arrangement of this sort should be kept in view aa one ultimatum 
and no proper opportunity should be omitted for making an advance towards 
it”. 

(Despatch 31, of 1838. dated kay tO, 1838, B. N. 38, p. 418--17). 

This desire of the Court of Directors regained only a dieriehed ideal Sfer maay 
years to oeme. 
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Cterk replied in a despatch of February 1, 1830, for ‘‘the mode in 
which the Sikh Chiefs may be conei iated to rendering ‘he preventive 
line perfectly efficientand referred to his communication of August 
5 , 1836.1 


In regard to the reformation of the system of collection of 
transit duties, as desired the Court of Directors, Clerk declared, as he 
had done before, that rn» great improvement consistent with the preser¬ 
vation of the acknow edged right of the Chiefs, was possible. As he had 
pointed ou repeated y, the Chiefs attached a great importance lo this 
right.* Another great evil wis that the rates of duties differed in 
diffi rent sta»es. These differences and the fnqu nc\ of Customs Stations, 
o ing to the great number of independent jurisdictions between the 
Sutlej and the Jumna, wen- th<* greaNst handicaps to trade. Though tli ^ 
trad' was not greatly obstructed, it was put to a great inconvenience.^ 
In iTiOfct of the cases, Clerk believed that the toll was very light and it 
was fairly due to the propr ctors in return for the obligations in which 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 1, 18:{9, B. N. 83, L. N. lOt. 

As already mentioned, Government had refused to take any action on ClerkV 
deBpateh, 

In this connection, Clerk observed, as follows t — 

“Of these rights tliere are none they cherish with greater tenacity m marking 
to the public their possessions and their authority than the right of levying these 
duties’*. 

3. In 1835, Clerk had drawn the attention of Governmont to tlio tolls levied by the 
Pattidars of Ambala on the high road amounting to only Rs. 864 per annum. 
He desired that these duties should be abolished ns the reourrenoe of Chowkis 
at an interval of about a mile each was a source of great annoyance to traders 
and travellers on such an important road. The Pattidars wars to be given a 
small money compensation. 

(B. N. 81,. L. X. 23, and B. K. Sli Axjpendix I, p. 173) 



they were strictly held to keep the roads opeti and safe ^ a point of view 
he had expressed before. Thus Clerk was not opposed to the levy of 
duties by the Chiefs What he wanted was that the, two defects of the 
system.........different rates of duties and a frequent oocurrenc^ of 

Chowkis.. ..should be removed so as to allow the trade to expand 

easily. 


In the end it miy b ‘ observed that the disputes in which the 
British Gjvernment wis involved with the Protected Princes, the 
altitude of the f irm t was marked by a feeling of consideration for the 
sentiments of tlie Ijitter. On the ^hoh, it tried to take a generous view 
in all such cases. The dispute with P.itidla over the Bhatti - Hariana 
frontier is typiv-al of Government’s outlook as some terri ory was given 
to Patiila even with ut mucli of a hg 1 justification Similarly in the 
matter of the village of Singhawa, Government went to the length of 
returning it to its two original owners, after having occu| icd it for a 
number of years. xMot only was Clerk in hearty agreement with this 
liberal attitude of Government tow’ards the Chiefs, but he insisted on its 
taving such a view in a 1 disputes affec ing them. The case of Keonthal 
is a relevant example. 


i. An interesting side light is thrown on the working of the CuRtoms Houses by n 
letter of Clerk, dated March 17. 1840, addressed to Metoalfe. Raja Gulitb Singh 
was going from Lahore to attend the fair at Thanesar ajid bogged Clerk's help 
for a passage through the Protected Sikh States, (^ork gave him all the nssi.s- 
tanco ho could ill the way of certifioato.s to prevent his being molested by the 
British Customs House officials, humorously remarking that every 8ikh going 
east-ward was, if poor, under apprehension of being rilled of liis opiurn-hox, 
and, if rich, of his Pa-hmitia wearing apparel at the Customs Chowkis. Jnspite 
of the certificates, he was harassed by the ofticials and so he complained to 

Clerk, who remarked : “.1 did not think the regulations could bo different 

for those highest in rank of a court which has for those last twenty years been 
courteous to every traveller known to be in service of or recommended by the 
Company’s Government”. 

(B. 83, L. K. 152). 

Naturally, the contrast was glaring. Eanjit Singh and his officials used to treat 
the visitors from Company’s dominion with great kindness* 

See alto, B* N« 104, L* N. 130, August 1839. 
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liven on the question of imposition of customs duties by th^' 
Princes, Government took up a fair attitude. Although, in its anxiety 
to promote trade in its dominions, it hnd abolished all transit duties, yet 
it made allowances in accepting the claims of the Cis-Sutlej rulers based 
on existing practice. No coercive measure or even pressure wa* used in 
pursuading the Princes to acree to the abolition of such duties and when 
the timber duties on the Jumn i were abolished, a money compensation 
vvas actually given to the Ch efs concerned. Clerk himself, it may be 
noticed, was not in favour of the total abolition of transit duties, as the 
Chiefs had to be recompensed lor maintaining the security of the roads, 
which passed through their territories.a view with which Govern¬ 

ment also concurred. Further, althiJUgh Government was anxious that 
the Chiefs should adopt a uniform policy, as far as the imposition ol 
duties throughout the Gis-Sutlej area was concerned, yet it advised Clerk 
to achieve this object by pursuasion only; Clerk did succeed in negotia¬ 
ting seme sort of agreement with them wuth the li Ip of his p-rronal 
influence. Again, in ordei to chtck smuggling, which was so rampant, 
Government was keen to establish one set ol Customs - Houses to form a 
preventive line along t le iShah Xehr. Clerk was asked to secure the 
agreement of the Princes to this end. He was eminently successful, even 
though Government went back on the view and thinking the terms that 
he negotiated as too liberal, refused to ratify them. 
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CHAPTER VI 


The British Government and the mai-administratton of the Chiefs. 


The mal-administration of the Chiefs was one of the main 
problems with which the Agent at Ambala had to contend. Not only the 
petty Chiefs riihd nr.-atisfac orily but the big Chiefs like Jind and 
Kaithal also were pr ne to gross mal-administration of their territoiies. ^ 
Their conception of kingship and administrative arrange ments was 
medieval and altogether out of date. They treated the resources of their 
states and their subjects as personal property. Almost every Cis-Sutlej 
Prince thought and behaved lii^e this, the reason being that most of 
them had remained occupied either in mutually destfuctive warfare or 
in warding off Muslim atta:ks. Another reaso was tha their standard 
of public and private morality was very low so that they wasted much 
of their time and en^^rgy in drinking and debauchery. These vices 
sapped their vitality and rendered them incapable of thinking of the 
welfare of their subjects or even of their own. Scores of chieltains died 
of intempenmee at a very young age and without heirs and their estate.^ 
lapsed to Government as the paramount power. Whenever the Political 
Agent at Ambala reported an escheat, he invariably stressed the great 
sensrj of relief which the inhabitants felt on being freed fropa the oppre¬ 
ssive character of the native rule. There might have been some 


1. d4ooording to Clerk, Patiala and Nabha were the best governed of tho Cis-Sutlej 
Prtaoipalitiee; 

Alee eee. The Calcutta Bev^w, Vol. Hi IMp p* 
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eyagger ti n in the details of statements left hy English officials, but 
their gei eral coi.clusiors reflected faithfully the existing state of affairs. 
At the same time, the British administration in adjoining parts, in spite 
of its alien nature, was the most efficient of all, so that the rule of the 
Chi fs suffered strikingly in comparison. 

Another obstacle to good administration was the spirit of 
turbulence displayed by the ‘Akalis*, an extremely fanatical and 
intolerant Sikh sect. Forming themselves into bands of armed horsemen 
they frequently attacked innocent people. The troops sent against them 
generally showed forbearance owing to their relig.ious character. The 
Political Agents had, therefore, to adopt efiFcctive measures to meet the 
situation frequently arising out of the eruption of the Akalis towards the 
south of the Sutlej. 

For the purpose of keeping a check on retract cry princes and 

unruly Akalis, a force. ... 1st Local Horse .was kept at Ambala 

under the control of the P. litical Agent. At first it solely consisted of 
men paid by Government; latir, it gave place to a fcrce, formed of 
contingents from a number of Cis-Sutlej principalities. This later 
organisation was net paid regularly and was net so efficient as the 
preceding one and drew much effort from the Agent 1« r i>s improvtment. 
Clerk, indeed, was very anxious to ra se its standard as is shown by his 
taking up the question earnestly through addressing several despatches 
to Goveri.ment. 


1. The mal-admiotetration of Ajil Singh of Ladwa. 

Clerk in a letter of 1832, ^ addressed to Fraser, reported that 
disorders were prevalent in the Ilaqa of Ladwa and that no regard bad 
bee ^ paid to his rerhonstances by Ajit Singh, the chieftain. The police 
arrangement in Ladwa and other districts of the estate were deficient. 


1. Clerk to Fraeor,; May 24/ 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 25. 




The Sardar had written to Clerk that be contemplated going to Hardirar 
and thence to Mussoorie to spend the hot months. Such conduct on the 
part of the Sardar was dis-respectful to Clerk and unbecoming to the 
Supreme Government whom he represented. ^ 


Clerk wanted Fraser's permission for establishing a ^Thana' at 
Ladwa for securing the property of British residents; until the return of 
the Sardar. If, as he wrote, Fraser thought this measure to b e a little 
drastic, he could at least dismiss the agent of Ladwa from the Residency, 
and express his disapprobation of the Sardsr's attitude by some other 
tokens. That would enable Clerk “in a few months to effect without 
any direct interference a reform of the present system of Ladwa". * 


Fraper’s reply* explained that his opinion of Clerk's interdict to 
Aj it Singh's leaving Ladwa was founded on the great hardship it would 
have been to a Hindu Chief and his followers to be prevented from 
visiting Hardwar at the Kumbh fair. Moreover, it would have been 
interfering with the practice of their religion and the period of absence 
from Ladwa need not have exceeded ten or fourteen days at the most. 


In regard to the establishment of a British Thana at Ladwa, 
Fraser was afraid that the Governor-General would not accede to his 
proposition as in his opinion there were not sufficient grounds for his 
recommending the adoption of the measure. 


1. Clerk did not want the Sardar to go but Fraser was of the view that the former 
had been imduly harsh and so the Sardar felt encouraged to leave for Hardwar. 
Clerk expressed his regret on his having given advice to the Sardar which had 
not been approved by Fraser, and added that the reckless conduct of the Sardar 
was attributed by his Vakil at Ambala to his blind submission to the guidance 
of his Mohammadan Agent at Delhi. 

t. Clerk to Fraser, May 24, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 25. 

I, rrmr U> Clerk, June 1, 1882, B. N. 22, L. M. 88. 
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About the presence of the Laclwa Agent at Delhi, Fraser said 
that he would find out whether the practice was a new one or of old 
standing. If new, he would discontinue to it; if old, he would have to 
approach the Governcr-General for orders. Meanv^hile, Clerk was asked to 
report the details of irregularities and acts of disobedience of the Ladwa 
Chief to Clerk’s authority.* 


For a few years, I find nothing more of Ladwa being mentioned 
in the correspondence until 1839, when Cbik addressed Metcalfe,* 
forwarding a petition from the Sardar in which he had complained of the 
loss of bis influence and revenue in his villages of Ramba, Randal and 
Dharar. Clerk felt that the double jurisdiction of the Sardar and 
Government could not but prove detrimental to the former's interests. 
The on use that had led to the introduction of the British Police in those 
villages appeared to CUrk to have been removed and the police and 
administration of the Ladwa estate was now as efficient as that of any 
average Protected State.a welcome change from the old times when 

Clerk had expressed his dissatisfaction with the administration in 
Ladwa. Clerk now admitted that there had been no complaint against 
Ladwa from the contiguous British jurisdictions, and asked Metcalfe to 
recommend to Government to comply with the request of Sardar 
Ajit Singh that his jurisdiction might be restored in those villages in 
consideration of efficiency,* 


1. Lord William Bentinck wrote a personal letter to Ajit Singh asking him to restore 
tranquillity and order in his estate and to be guided by Clerk in all matters- 
B. N. 32, L. N. 127 A, December 19, 1832. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 18, 1839, B. N. 83, L. N. 111. 

3. Ibid 

That good opinion about the administration in Ladwa, he again expressed in a 
letter to Maddock on April 21, 1839. Clerk wrote that Roi Gobind Jas, the 
Lahore Vakil, had on several occasions requested him to take an opportunity of 
making known to the Oovemor-General the Maharaja's desire to confer on 
Sewdar Ajit Singh of Ladwa, the title of Raja. So it was the earnest desire of the 
Maharaja that the Governor-General should be pleased to confer that title on the 
Sadar on behalf of the British Government. 


(Oonltniffd tw ntxi pmge) 
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Metcalfe sanctioned the transfer of the police of the three 
villages on the understanding that if it again became necessary for the 
British Government to locate p lice in these villages, the entire adminis¬ 
tration of the villages will at the same time be assumed by the British 


{Oontinuti from ^age 3S6). 

The reason wliy Maharaja Ran jit Singh was so interested in the Sardar was that 
AjIt Singh was h*8 cousin and afavotirite. I’he Sardar occasionally paid visits 
to Lahore and had been introdiated to tho Covernor-Goneral by the Sikh ruler. 
Jf is rank and position were also of consequence ; he stood next to the Rhai of 
Kaithal and the Phulkian Chiofs in rank and resources. Moreover, ho and hi« 
ancestors bad been well disposed to Government since its earliest connection 
with the Sikhs. 

The British Governmoni wanted to keep the Maharaja in good humour and 
accordingly the title of the Haja was conferred on the Sardar. Haddock, 
cornmunieating the news, observed as follows ;— 

*•.it will afford much pleasure to the Governor-General, to have the 

opportunity of gratifying the wishes of the Maharaja by conferring on a 
chieftain, so well entitled to the distinction and a relative of His Highness, the 
title of the Raja and you will bo pleased to intimate His Lordship's compliance 
with the Maharaja’s wishes on this occasion as a proof of His Lordship s desire 
to avail himself of every opportunity of evincing his high esteem and personal 
regard for the Maharaja'’. ^Maddock to Cderk, Aprilo 29, 1839, B. N. 39, L H. 
22 ). 

Griffin in “The Rajas of the Punjab”, on page 609 (Appendix C) gives the 

sixth place to the La,dwa Sardar.the other five being Patiala, Kaithal, 

Nabha, Jind and Kunjpiira. It had a force of 1000 cavalry and its revenue was 
about Rs. 160,000 a year. The list is not believed to be very authentic by him. 
Again on page 617, Griffin gives tho revenues of Ladwa as amounting to Rs. 217, 
660, while its forces numbered about 1930. 

According to Lawrence, the Ladwa estate comprised one hundred and seventy 
eight villages with an annual revenue of about two and a half lakhs of rupees 
and was one of the^ worst managed of all the Protected States. (Calcutta 
Review, Vol. II : October-December, 1844, p. 198). 

In 1846, Ajit Singh rebelled. His entire estates were confiscated and he was 
imprisoned at Allahabad from where he contrived, to escape and is supposed to 
have died in Kashmir. 

See Broadfoot to Currie, December 12, 1846, B. N. 167, L. K. 47. 

Currie to Broculfoot, December 13, 1846, B. N. 136, L. N. 140. 

Also 86e, (Stiflin’s <*The Belas of the Punjab”—p, 86, 189 ^ 198. 





Crovemment.^ It seems that Clerk had been too sanguine about Ajit 
Singh's administration and was soon to be disillusioned. In July 1842, 
he addressed a despatch to Maddock on the subject of A jit Singh's 
behaviour:* The Sardar, according to the reports received by Clerk, had 
been conducting himself in an outrageous manner towards his people and 
his children now growing up. His sons had to fly to Clerk at Ambala 
in order to escape their father's wrath. Clerk described them as 
"remarkably well conducted young men*' connected by marriage with 
very respectable Chiefs. They urged on Clerk to intervene but the 
latter did not consider it a case for the authoritative interference of the 
British Gov-ernment. In order to express his displeasure. Chief dismissed 
the Ladwa Vakil from attendance on hitn-rather a drastic step.® 
Moreover, Clerk convinced the lads nnd the Ladwa's subjects that he 
would not prohibit their resistance to the tyranny of the Sardar. This 
belief was confirmed when Clerk w irned the Chiefs of adjoining territory 
to prevent any support by their subjects to either side in the event 
of hostilities at Ladw i and took means to ensure strict attention bcsing 
paid to these injuncci jiis. Thit seemed to have frightened Rnja Ajit 
Singh* who asked Clerk’s permission to visit Lahore acording to his 
practice of doing so on festivals. This request was supported by the 

Lahore Court d iring Clerk's recent visit there Clerk agreed 

hoping against hope that Ajit Singh might mend his ways 
and profit by the' visit. Clerk had rendered him good 

advice both in private and in the presence of others in the most 

friendly terms but to no effect. The Raja would invariably relapse 
after short intervals into his habits of excessive debauchery and opium 
eating. Clerk considere I that his mini had become impaired by his 
depraved course of life.* 


L Mttddook to Clerk, May 27, 1839, B. N. 39, L. N. .32. 

Maddock to Metcalfe, May 22, 1839, B. N. 39, p, 342-43 

2. Clerk to Maddock, July 17, 1842, B. N. 154, L. N. 16. 

3. According to Clerk, “These extreme cases generally correct themselves under 
such treatment”. 

4. Clerk remarked that the Raja was very averse to subject his character to such 
a test. (B. N. 154, L. N. 16;. 

6. Clerk to Maddock July 17, 1842, B. K. 154, L. N. 16. 

Lawrence called Ajit Singh as "a dissipated, ill-disposed person, a tyrant in hi» 
own family and as a Chief perfectly wreoklees". 





2. Mal-administration In lind. 

Clerk’ji despitches show that the state of Jind also was suffering 
from disorders through 'dack of govt^rntince*'. His despatch addressed 
to Fraser in 1832 reported that xutruges had been committed in the 
Rohtak division by the subjects of Jind.i Clerk had referred this matter 
to the Raja, but did not hope for any redress, till Fraser supported him 
in the action he was proposing to adopt. ^ He had also sent a letter to 
the Rcija of Jind who had learnt that Fraser was also not leeling much 
satisfied with the state of things prevailing iu Jind. Clerk was emphatic 
that Jind was the worst of the several ill-managed sUtes bordering on 
Karnal and Hariana frontiers. This was due to the conduct of the 
Raja who had for some yeari past refused to dwell in or even to visit 
Jind and had taken up his residence at a distance of ninety miles. Ihe 
predecessor of Clerk, Murray, had sent a native officer to administer 
Jind-an action which had brought the Raj i back. But no sooner had 
the officer been withdrawn, than the Raja went away again. 

Fraser replied in a letter ^ in June, 1832, that Diwan Singh, 
the Chief officer of Raja Sangat Singh, came to see him at Hansi, and 
adverted to a wish that Clerk had exprepsed that the Raja should 
immediately proceed to Jind. Diwan Singh pointed out to Fra&er that 
the Raja could not return so soon on account of heat until the first fall 
of rain. Thinking it to be a genuine reason, Fraser saw no urgent 
objection to this delay and also expressed likewise to the Raja in a letter 


1. Clerk to Fraser, May 28, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 27. 

■ Murray to Fraser, March 20, 1826, B. N. 73, L. N. 43. 
„ „ June 17, 1826, B. N. 72, L. N. 478. 

There were disorders even in days of Murray. 

2. ^ Clrek to Fra^or* May 28, 183-% B. 78, L. N. 27. 



Fraser did not think that the residence of the Raja in Jind was 
ISO very important.* Had he thought so, he would have urged it upon the 
Raja. In regard to his residing at Sangrur, Fraser understood the 
reason; after all, he had been born and brought up there; moreover, he 
was nearer his august relative, Maharaja Ran jit Singh, who was very 
fond of him. In the end he observed: ‘ I do not deny that there would 
be some advantages in having nearer our frontier than the Sutlej and 
particularly so if he was a man of influence and of talent or of ripe age 
hut his character is not of that stamp nor is the extent of his district so 
important to make the advantages of h s presence at Jind paramount 

over other considerations of weight.however 1 shall not express 

myself in any manner likely to lead him to suppose and disapprove of 
the advice you h ive given him, for the advice is good". 


But it seems that the remon‘»tiinces of Clerk produced no effect. 
Outrages were committed on British subjects for which no redress could 
be obtained; tli9 de nor disation of the state was complete. In March 
1833, Clerk reported that an attack had been made on Captain Talbot in 
the Jind Territory,® and ad led that the practice of addressing the Raja 


1. T^raser wrote, as follows :— do not attach so ranch importance bo’ 

Sangat Singh’s rosidonoe at Jind as you do..;.His fat''or and grand*father 

staying there had some effect but not so much as you anticipate from the 

present Chief Jeuv ing Sangrur ami J ind.If we were sure of the benefit of tl»© 

kind you expect from Sangat Singh's living at Jind, I would not hesitate to urge 
that upon him"’. 

“It does not appear after all that the residence of the Chiefs of Kaithal and 
Ladwa at the tow’ns respectively has proved those advantageous results in the 
d'stricts you expect form the roaidonoo of Sangat Singh at Jind”. 

(Fraser to Clerk, June 18. 1832, B. N. 32, L. N 41) 

2. Clerk to Fraser, March 22, 1833, B.N. 79, L. N. 13. 

Clerk wrote a personal letter to Talbot expressing his regret on his having been 
subjected to such an outrage and assured him to doing his best to gat the Jind 
authorities pay compensation to him and apprehend the perpetrators (B. N. 79» 

, 193). He also wrote to Major-General Arl.im), Comniniuig, Sirhiiid Division, 
Karnah th>it ho wouUl try to get redress for Talbot icom the Jind authorities. 

(B. K. 79, p. 194). 






. of Jind from the Agency Office, Ambala, only remained in form as the 
Raja did not pay any attention. According to him, the Raja used lo 
avail himself of the means he possessed of conductir g his relations with 
the Ambala Agency through the superior office at Delhi. The result was 
that the references made to Jind authorities by Clerk were not acted 
upon, until it was ascertained, through their agents at Delhi, whether 
the necessity for doing so might not be evaded.‘ Cleik admitted that in 
ordinary matt< rs it did not occasion any great ir convenience but the 
attack on Talbot was a serious matter and prompt action should be taken 
for the apprehension of the perpetrators of this daring outrage. He 
appealed to Fraser to lend him his support.* 


8. Mal-admlnistratlon in Kaithal. 

Things were bad in Kaithal also. Wiiting in May, 1832,* Clerk 
remarked that he had great hopes of reporting a better state of things 
in Kaithal; many malefactors had been caught and be thought that they 
would be severely dealt with. But the needful was not done as the 
ruler of Kaithal, Bhai Udai Singh, had been invested with the sole 
authority only a short time back; and that perhaps might have caused 
the d lay. 


Again when corresponding with Metcalfe in 1837 on the question 
of Hariana frontier. Clerk observed that there was no responsible adminis* 
tration in Kaithal with which he could negotiate on the matter. * 


1. That was a characteristic of other Chiefs also. I have referred to this point in 
conclusion agian. 

2. Jind Was badly governed under Sangat Singh but its administration materially 
improved under Sarup Singh, who proved to be quite a capable ruler. 

Calcutta Review, Vol. 11, p. 196-97. 

S. Olttk to Fraaer, liay 28. 1832. B. K. 78, L. N, 29. 

. Clerk to Ifolealfe, i7imo 20, 1827, B. K* 88, L. K. 4, 



Whftn Kaithal had been declared a lapsed territory in March 1643, 
Clerk in a letter to Hamilton, Secretary to Government of the North-West 
Province, described its condition in the following words^ : — 


*'An inspection... of the Kaithal has convinced Major Lawrence 
of the deplorable state of neglect to which tbe late Government of 
Kaithal had for some years abandoned the inhabitants. There are 
villages but there is little or no cultivation. I he villagers live for the 

most part on plunder.Veritably, the annexation of the state 

must have proved a bo )n to the inhabitants. 

That the condition on the borders of these states.even Patiala 

being no exception.... was equally deplorable, would be apparent 

from the following :— In Se tember 1839,* Maddock forwarded a 

Complaint from the Magistrate of the Western Division, Delhi. The 
Magistrate wanted to bring to the notice of Government serious disorder 
in the villages in the Kaithal and Patiala territories adjoining the North 
and North-East corner of the Western Division of Delhi territory.^ The 
object of Maddock was that Clerk should call upon the Chiefs to put a 
stop to the discreditable proceedings which were having a serious effect 
on the tranquility and well-being of British territory. 


1, Clerk to Hamilton. April 28, 1843, B. N. 88 A, L. N. 83. 
t. Maddock to Clerk, September 26, 1839, B. N. 39, L. K. 48. 

8 . Brown to Maddock, September 8, 1839, B. N. 39, p. 455-68. 

Brown, the Magistrate, reported of serious disorder and disorganization in his 
district ; attacks were made by villages of opposite parties, eattle were taken 
away, innocent people were killed and property was looted. Inspite of his best 
efforts, he could not obtain any compensation for victims from the Vakils of 
Kaithal and Patiala • 

He also remarked ; .considerable enmity and bad feeling had prevailed 

for some months past between * Sikh aui^ioritieB of both* llAqas* *Who wink at, if 
they do not positively encourage the acts of plunder and aggression committed 
by the villageiv of tbeir kwid tl»r]flbiy**r 






4. The aggresslont of the Alails^ and the Stkh Contingent at Ambida. 


1. The Akalis had been a cause of anxiety to Captain Murray also as is apparent 
by a number of letters wb ioh passed between him and Elliott, the Resident at 
Delhi. Writing in 1823, Murray reported the depredations of cm Akali named 
Naina Singh and his calling on the Baja of Patiala to expel him from the 
Protected territory. (B. N. 71, L. N. 84> and L. N. 97). Again in 1824, Murray 
talked of an attack on the village of Nihang Khan of Kotila by the Akalis in 
which the son of the Khan was killed. The troops of Patiala and Malorkotla 
defeated and dispersed them (B. N. 72, L. N. 49). Ho issued a proclamation 
to the Protected Sikh Chiefs for the more effectual suppression of bloodshed and 
outrage by Akalis from the north bank of the Sutlej (B. N. 72, L, N. 56) 
Again Murray reported to Elliott that several Akalis had entered Delhi from 
Hyderabad with the intention of raising disturbances in Patiala and Ambala 
(B. N. 72, L. N. 101). Four years later, Murray once again talked of the 
Patiala troops defeating Akalis who were devastating the country between 
Anandpur and Damdama and killing the leader Uttara Singh. He also suggested 
that Maharaja Runjit Singh be addressed on the subject. 

(B. N. 75, L. N. 63, April 12, 1828). 

Writing to Colonel Fagon, Adjutant General, Murray observed that Ranjit 
Singh, if sincere in his endeavours, had means to check the yearly depredations 
of the Akalis : if they tried to enter the Protected States, he was prepared to 
expel them. (B. N. 76, L. N. 294, February 11, 1829). 

Elliott in a letter of April 2, 1824, expressed his intention of recommending 
to Government that a party of Skinners’ Horse be permanently located at 
Ambala to act against the Akalis ; Ranjit Singh was to bo addressed regarding 
the proceedings of the Akalis, (B. N. 24, L. N. 61). Again Elliott on May 26 
1824, approved of the measures adopted for repelling the aggression of the Akalis. 
and acknowledging the services of the Patiala troops. (B. N. 24, L. N. 105). 
On April 15, 1828, a'Kharita’ was addressed to Ranjit Singh dealing with the 
Akali problem (B. N. 28, L. N. 79). Again Cole-brooke, the Resident, 
approved of the measures taken by Murray with a view to preventing the 
depredations of the Akalis (B. N, 29, L, N, 37). . 

Wade, the Politick Assistant at LiidWaha, had also to deal with the Akali 
problem. He addressed two letters to Colbbrooke, the Re^ident‘-^ne on 
December 29. 1828 (B. N. 96. L. N. 190) and the second on February 3. 1829 
(B. N. 97, L, N. 108) and a third to Murray on January 31, 1829 (B N. 97, L. N. 

• vl. .'m -I «'■ V-.v’.* r*' 

iCon^mned on n^9(t j^t) 



In inly U32, Clerk feported^ to ^ P**'*y Akalis^ 

fourteen or fifteen in number, plundered the cn-ps at Shahabad. Out o 
three sepoys sent to check them, two wtre attacked and killed by them, 
while the third escaped wounded. Sardar Kahan Si'gh of Shahabad 
reported the matter to Clerk and requetted him to send a Rissala of the 
Skinners* Horse, stationed at Ambala. Clerk did not do so but held 
party in readiness to intercept them, if they iri^d to escape. Clerk 
informed Fraser that he had called upon the ruler« of Patiala and Kaitha* 


and other* chiefs to apprehend them and sh:)ttld they offer resistance, 
attack them. Fraser asked Clerk to deapatch a party of Skinner» Hots 
to assist the Sikh troops in expelling the Akalis • 


{Continued from poge 393) 

l.S). In the first. Wa<le warned the Resident against the expected attacks of 
the Akalis on the approach of the ^‘Basant**. He wanted Murray to repeat ^ 

proclamation to the Protected Princes asking them to prevent the Akalis fr® 

entering their territories. He also informed the Resident of the precaution 
taken by Ranjit Singh. In the second letter, he detailed the measures taken by 
Banjit Singh to prevent the Akalis from crossing the Sutlej. In the third letter, 
aiddressed to Murray, he asked him to warn the Rupar and Singhpura Chiefs 
against allowing the Akails from crowing the Sutlej. 

Colebrooke asked Murray in a letter, of January 6, 1829 to adopt Wades 
suggestion ''or preventing the inroads of the Akalis during the ensuing festival 
of ‘‘Basaiit”. (B. N. 29, L. N. 3). 

Griffin says that Ranjit Singh was afraid to interfere too closely with those men; 
for though little better than drunken savages they were supposed by the Sikhs 
to possess a semi*sacred character, and were useful when desperate deeds were 
to be done. Their reckless valour turned many a wavering fight into a victory 
but they were an unmitigated nuisance end danger during the Maharaja’s reign 
and nearly embroiled him with the English by their attack upon Metcalfe’e 

Mussalman escort in 18o9. <Haojit* Stegh, p; 135). 

For the drwe, .maonera and habita of ^he Akalia, eee the dal^utta Boview, 
Vol. 11, : 1814-p.-18a—84. 

1,. Clerk to Jf^aser, July 2, 1832, B, N. 78. L. N. 38. 

1 Jut,,. 188S, B.1T.3£,X.K.(9. 
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Writing again ab^utthe Akali party, * Clerk report© 1 its having 
evadel the vigilance of pirty sent in iti search by the Raja of Patiala. 
But whe i the Akalis neared Malerkotla, the ruler s!*nt some horsemen to 
attack them, as Clerk had enjoined upon him to aid in their capture. 
The Malerkotla pi ty came up with the Akalid w!io refused to submit. A 
fight ensued and resulted in the d ar^h and c ipture of thf3 whole party. 
In the course of the performance of thei duty, the Kotla Horsemen were 
carried beyond the limits of their principality; they overtook the Akali 

in the contiguous lands of the village Mohal belonging to Maharaja 
Ranjit Singh. 


Fnser on behalf of Government, conveyed than^<s to the Rais of - 
Malerkotla and his horsemen for their successful exertions in preventing 
the escape of the Akalis * He further stated that the circumstance < of 
the pursuers having been carried in their eagerness beyond the limit of 
their mister’s ju isdiction was a matter of no consequence. Clerk also 
appreciit d tho restr iint ind mod3ration exercised by Maharaja Ranjit 
Singh in this matter.* According to him, the conduct of the Sikh ruler 
of Lahore wis deserving of great praise and that, in turn, was a proof of 
his cordiality and good feeling towards the British Government. Clerk 
had also a goo I word to say regarding the conduct of the Thanedar of 
Mohul, a village belonging to Lahore, a§ the fugitives were Akalis and 
their pursuers were Mohammadans. 


1. Clerk to Fraser, July 6. 1832, B. K. 78, L. N. 39. 


2. Fraser to Clerk, July 12, 1832, B. K. 32, L. N. 65* 

B. Clerk to Fraser, July 24, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 45 

Clerk, watching the reaction of the Maharaja, observed : ••The conduct on 
such an occasion of ahy other chieftain reckoning among his subjects a class 
of overbearing fanatics would probably have been to have first saved his credit 
with them in instantly retaliating on the pursuers and then, to have apologized 
tothe Supreme Govemment for an uncontrollable and uneuthori»94 ^ hofitUe 
proceeding on the part of his officers at a distant outpost: 



i^} 
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Again in 1837, Clerk reported to Metca)fe that a hundred Akalis 
had crossed the Sutlej in the Mamdot territory, itua'ed belowTerozepur, 
and had ariivtd at Mukteshwar, a fort situated between the Protected 
Sikh States, though belonging to Lahore,^ Their incur-^ion excited alarm 
among the Protected Princes. Wade appealed to the Maharaja who sent 
ah officer to recall them. Clerk later wrote that the Akalis were induced 
to return to the mouth of the Sutlej by that officer and a detachment, 
sent by Maharaja Ranjib Singh. * 

The Akali menace was considered a serious one by Clerk, as he 
refers to it again and again especially in the discussion which ensued 
between him and Government over the nature of the duties of the Horse 
at Ambala. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, January 14, 1837, B. N. 83, h. N. 1. 

Metcalfe, in his reply dated January 16, 1837, informed Clerk that the Brigadier, 
Commanding the Sirhind Division, had been apprised of the occurrence and 
requested to attend to any requisition that he might receive from him. Thi 
showed that Government also took a serious view of the situation created by 
the Akalis in crossing the Sutloj jmkI proceeding to the fort of Mukteshwar. 
(Metcalfe to Clerk, January 16, 1837, B. N, 37. L. N. 4). 

The Brigadier assured Metcalfe that due attention would be paid to any requisi¬ 
tion for military aid to repel tlie Akalis (B. N. 37, L. N. 6, January 23, 1837). 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, January 24, 1837, B. N. 83, L. N. 2. 

There were other incursions of the Akalis; for example, in 1839, Clerk reported an 
affray between some Government Sawars and the Akalis of Damdama (B. N. 39, 
L. N. 27). In 1840, another band of Akalis seemed to have made their way into 
the Protected States as Metcalfe in a letter to Clerk asked him to report their 
movements (B. N. 126, L. N. 66> March 28, 1840). Similarly Maddock, Secretary 
to Government of India, forwarded to Clerk the correspondence of Wade 
' regarding the disturbances created by a body of Akalis from the North of the 
• Sutlej at Sirhind (B. N. 126, L. N. 73, April 27, 1840) 

Replying to Maddook’s letter. Clerk observed that the Akalis repaired from 
Sirhind to Makhowal and being there joined by others created a disturbance in 
■‘the to^ but Were promptly attacked by the Lahoi*e authorities and driven back 
the Sutlej. (B. K. L, K. Hay 12, 1840). 



This force of horsemen (1st Skinners* Horse ' numbering one 
hundred, was kept at Ambala in order to provide support to the Political 
Agent in the execution of his multifarious duties In the days of Clerk, 
Government desired him to be content with the bikh Contingent, 
contributed by the Protected Princes, which already existed though it 
was smaller and not well organised. 


In 1832, * Colonel Casement, Secretary to Government Military 
Department, inquired of Clerk “the nature of the duties on which the 

men of the detachment of the 1st Irregular Horse.arc employed as 

well as the manner in which the detachment is distributed *. Clerk 

replied: ^ ** .the repeated incursion into these Protected States of 

bodies-of the fanatic d and turbulent priests called Akalis having rendered 
it necessary to call on some of the Sikh Chiefs for the aid of Mussaloian 
troops to r pel such aggressions and these troops being not always to be 
replied on for the due performa"\ce of such service, on account of the 
religious prejudices of their Chiefs, * the Governor - G^nerara Agent at 


The foro0 was stationed at Ambala to aot against the Akalis In 1821, Kiliott* 
the Resident, writing to Murray, intimated his intent'on of recf mmending to 
Government that a party of Skinners’ Horse be permanently located at Ambala 
to act against the Akalis and other marauders. (B.* N. 24. L. N. 61, April 2, 
1824). M. G. Reynel, CoraToanding, Meerut Division, informed Murray that 
ha had issued the necessary orders for the location of 100 of Skinners* Horse at 
Ambala and asked him to write to the Officer Commanding at Hansi. 

(B. N. 24, L. N. 106, May 27, 1824). 

Murray writing to Z. W. D. Conway, Station Staff Officer on November 16, 1823; 
intimated to that officer that under the authority of the Governor*General, a 
complete Rissala of Skinners* Horse had been ordered to be stationed at Ambala 

(B. N. 72, L. N. 432) 

Caserne it to Clerk, September l7, 1332, B, N. 32, 1. N, 74 

Clerk to Casement, October 10, 1833, B. N. 78, L. N. 70. 

The Akalis, in spite of their lawless habits, were respected by the Sikhs and ai 
most of the Protected Princses Were Sikhs, they were avers© to the use Of their 
troops in suppressing their disorders. 





Delhi recommendpd that one h-nndred of the Pkinners' Horse should be 
fetationed at Ambala to act oc the ins uut eitlier by themselves or in 
support of the Sikh Chieftains on the occurrence of any such outrages”. • 
Clerk then went on to give one instance; the Akalis cut up a Thana near 
Ambala and were punished with the help of the Skinners’ Horse; that 
happened only in August 1832, three moiitha before the writing of the 
1 tter. As a result of the stationing of the Horse, the Protected States 
were visited less frequently by the desperate Akalis. Though the number 
of the Skinneie'Horse was n< t more than half the number previously 
kept, yet it was sufficient for the purpose 

Another use of the force was that it wjs ‘‘frequ'^jiitly employed 
and very advantageously to check hos ilities among these and many 
turbulent proprietors, especially in the sowing season'*. As Clerk 
observed: **Tbe most outrageous conduct on such occasions of any of the 
petty chiefs is commonly put a stop to by securing the aggression with 
a Dastuck of a few of these Hoisemen; the cause of dispute is then 
Inquired in‘o and the difference arranged by the Local Agent Ini^tead 
of fifty lives being sacrificed in these quarrels, one is sacrificed". That 
was the reason why Clerk expressed himself so emphatically against 
the withdrawal of the party of Skinners' Horse or the substitution of 


1. Clerk to Casement, October 10, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 70. 

Writing in January 1837 to Metcalfe, Clerk clearly explained that Government 
in 1824 had directed that a Kissala from the Ist Local Horse and an efficient 
contingent of the Sikh Horse should be maintained at Ambala to guard against 
the attacks of the Akalis. (B. N. 83* L. N. 1. ). 

But as the former proved adequate to the task that it was expected to perform* 
the latter was neglected. The first tine the Chiefs were requested to send theiir 
Contingents was in the days of Murray, who was personally responsible for it. 

(B. N. 24, L. N- 1061 



. Norsemen of a&y other desscription in their placed 


But Govtrnment was not convinced by the arguments of Clerk 
as in 1833 his opinion was called to the expediency of withdrawing 
that f ice and replacing it by a body of equal or greater etreng'h to be 
furnished by the Protected State? * 


In reply, he referred to the letter that he had addressed to 
Colonel Casement in the previous year and repeated the Government had 
ordered the stationiug of a sufficient body of Horse at Ambala in order 
to prevent the outrages, generally perpetrated by the Akalis He also 
gave one specific example; Maharaja Ran jit Singh adopted certain 
coercive measure* agair st the Akalis who retired to Anandpur Makhowal, 
on this side of the Sutlej. Some apprehensions were awakened by their 
vicinity but far less anxiety and alarm prevailed than would have been 
felt, had it not been known that their movements were closely watched 
by the Local Agent, and that a body of troops was there jn readiness to 
act against them or to check them. 


1. Clerk observed: ‘‘In considering, tbeiefoie, Low much bloodshed is thus spared 
as well as the check they offer to the incursions of the Akalis into (he villages of 
our own subjects in this direction, I should regret the withdrawal of the party 

of Skinners’ Horse.*’ At another place, Clerk wrote : “The rapid progress 

which agriculture is making in these states is almost incredible. But it is easy 

to imagine the manner and spirit in which a Sikh Jat.intrudes his plough on 

the confines of another proprietor. Thus arise the most serious frays that now- 
a-days occur in these states. In preventing these collisions and in averting 
when they take place, the excesses which would otherwise ensue, coiisists a not 
unimportant part of the duties of the 1st Lrt>cal Horse”. (B N. 82, L. N. 127). 

. Cierk to Fraser, April 30, 1833, B* N. <9, L. N. 2 *. 

In-thedeyipf Murray, there was not only the Local Horse but also the Sikh 
Contingent, although the number of the latter was fewf r in as much as Ladwa 
erdar and Shapi^'i^bla Pikhe did not ftirniih any quota. Goyemment now 
wanted that asrk o^l^t to be pontm^ only with the Sikh oontipient whMl 
sraa to he improved end ptode ellole&t. 
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Clerk was nob In favour of substitution of this force by any 
Contingent contributed by the Sikh allies. He thus explained: 'The 
objection to the withdrawal of Rissala is that whatever description of 
horse, the Sikh Chieftains might be directed to substitute, the latter 
would not be so much relied upon to act effectively against those, who 
although discountenanced in consequence of their violent and reckless 
habits are still regarded with feelings of religious veneration by ihe Sikhs 
in general*'.^ 

This despatch also failed to influenc*^ Government in favour of 
keeping the 1st Local Horse at Ambala. Writing to Fraser,* Clerk 
acknowledged Lia letter, transmitting the orders of Government for the 
withdrawal of the party of the Local Horse from Ambala. He added 
that it would leave for Hansi immpdiately. He then went qn to 
observe that lit’le reliance could be placed on the contingents which 
might be contributed hy different states; tl ey would consider themselves 
responsible only to those, to check whote aggressions ai:d to control 
whose subjects, they were to be employed 

As to the number of Horse kept by different states. Clerk stated 
that in 1824, Patiala had furnished 100 Horse; Jind, Kaithal and 
Nabha 50 each, and MaleikotJa 25.® The numter was only ncminal as 


1. Clerk to Fraser, April 30, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 26. 

2. „ July 19, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 56. 

3. There were disputes among the Pathans of Malerkotla, regarding the proportion 
in which they were to furnish the Contingent. Clerk proposed that each be 
required to furnish according to the share of the Malerkotla revenues ; the Kais 
to furnish 10 Horsemen and 5 each by tlie other three (B. N. 80, L. N. 170, 
September 27, 1834). Fraser expressed his agreement with the arrangement 
proposed (B. N. 34, L. N 60, October 1, 1834). But on September 30, 1837, 
Clerk informed Metcalfe that the Rais of Malerkotla had addressed him a 
letter that Kahmat AU Khan and Turabaz Khan did not want to comply with 
the prescribed terms of payment of their quotas of Horse furnished by them 
for the duties of the Agency. The Rais^had requested him to bririg ii to his 
(Metcalfe's) notice. Titrabaz Khan was demurring on the. plea that he was 
Appealing to 'pelifii against former proc^^lngs. (B. N, 83, L. N. 46^ 

(Owtinuedmni)^ pa^ 
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they were neither in quality nor in number, what they were originally 
proposed to be Clerk furlher suggested that the Ladwa Sardar also 
should be asked to send a contingent of 25 Horse. He a’so wanted that 
a proportion of their nativ^e officers should be either nominated by 
Government or the Governor-Generars Agent at Delhi and was emphati* 
cally of the view that it would very desirable that a party from the Ris- 
sala, about to be withdrawn, should ba continued at Ambala, until the 
arrangement was completed for the substitution of Sikh Horse of a 
proper description.* In short. Clerk did not want the substitution but 
being helpless to prevent, tried to delay it. 


Clerk's fears that the Sikh Contingent would not be quite 
satisfactory, proved to be true. When Sangat Singh of Jind died and 
the state, on account of want of heirs, was declared an escheat and 


{Continued from 400page) 

Later on, Metcalfe invited Clerk’s opinion about the obligation of the Malerkotla 
Fathans to furnish the Contingent. He, on his own part, could discover 
no such obligation, although the British Government bad the 
right to demand military service from the Protected Chiefs, under the 
Proclamation of May 6, 1809. But each right did not in his opinion extend 
beyond the special occasion which might render the exercise of it necessary. 
In hiS'Support, Metcalfe quoted the example of 1824 when, on the inroad of 
Akalis, the Pathans of Malerkotla were called upon to furniali a contingent. 

(B, N. 38, L. N. 3, January 11, 1838). 

Clerk in his reply, dated January 16, 1838, stated that there were no orders 
more specifically requiring the presence of the Malerkotla Contingent than those 
of 1824. (B. N. 83, L. N. 66). 

The order of 1824 was the one which requisitioned Contingents from other 
Chiefs as well. 

1. Clerk to Fraser, July 19, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 66. 

Clerk compared the peace and tranquillity prevailing in the AmbaJa district in 
his time with that to be found about twelve years earlier. Kven the Political 
Agent had to live in the fort as it was unsafe to reside without. Although the 
credit went to the police at Ambala, the expense of which was borne by petty 
Chieftains, yet the service of the Rissela had materially contributed to that 
improvement. The police at Ambala consisted of Barkandasses furnished by 
6ikh Fattidars and Jagirdars, (B. N. 79» L. N. 126), 
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orders were prcnounced that it should be taken over by the Political 
Agent, he had to ask the Commanding Officer at Hansi to pcnd a 
detachment of troops to Jind to enable him to carry out the orders of 
Government. ^ Therefore, he again suggested that a Ri^sala of Irregular 
Horse might be stationed at Arabala “with advantage to the public 
service'*, remarking that no reliance could be placed upon the service of 
the Sikh Contingent. He added : ‘'Had my escort now consisted of 

such, the purpope in view. would have bten promptly effected, 

without the necessity of applyir g elsewhere for assistance".* The reply 
of Metcalfe * was tliat his application for a det ichment of Irregul r 
Horse to be stationed at Ambala would be immediately submitted for the 
consideration and orders of the Honourable the Governor of Agra. 

It seems that Government awoke to the necessity of doing 
something in the matter. Metcalfe addressed two letters * to Clerk, 
the first on October 14, 1835, and the second a fortnight later. In the 
first, Clerk was asked to state the circumstances and authority under 
which (he detachment of the Skinneis’ Horse was withdrawn; in the 
second letter, Metcalfe desired to know whether the arrangem* nt directed 
by Government, viz, the substitution of a Sikh Horse had been found to 
be defective and if so, clerk was to submit a full report of the 
circumstances and causes of its inefficiency. 

Clerk replied:^ ‘‘The horsemen of the Sikh Contingent, stationed 
at Ambala, arc not at present corstituted, efficient for the services 
which they are designed to perform because first they are ill-paid, their 
rates differ but the highest paid receive six annas per diem and find 


1. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, 

September 16, 

1835, 

B. N. 81, L. N. 104. 


Clerk to Skinner, 

f« >> 


„ L. N. 184. 


Clerk to Skinner, 

17, 

„ 

„ L. N. 166. 

2. 

Clerk to Matcalfe, 

„ 16. 

ft 

.. L. N. 104. 

8 . 

Metcalfe to Clerk, 

22, 

»f 

B. N. 38, L. N. 66. 

4. 

>t •> 

October 14, 

1836, 

B. N. 35. L. N. 63. 


>* *» 

M 28, 

9 * 

,. t. N. 66. 


Clerk to Metcalfe, November 8, B. N. 81, L. N. 156, 
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Horse. Arms.maintain themselves; secondly they are often 

kept a year or more in arrears and thirdly they are induced to run into 

debt at Ambala, ocoasirming innumerabb5 suits agamst them.lastly 

because their realizing at all the pittance assigned to them, depending 
on their conducting themselves in a manner satisfactory to their 
employers to repel whose aggressions or to supp^e^s whose hostilities 
to vards neighbours, forms their proper duty — they dare not act 
otherwiss, than as partisans when present on such occasions**. 


In spite of these limitations, they were good soldiers; as Clerk 
wro e : “But though half-starved, they are for the most part g od men 
and such as woul 1 zealously serve, as they are here required by the 
state, could the defective system of their organization be rectified’*. 


The ma ter was now to be pursued further, Metcalfe, with a 
letter of December 16, 1835, ^ forwarded the copy of a letter addressed 
to him by the Secretary at Agra “relative t> the withdrawal of the 1st 
Local Horse from the Ambala Agency and the substitution of quotas of 
Horsemen from the Protected States*'. Metcalfe also asked Clerk to 
report the measures which he would recommend to be adopted to render 
the Sikh Horse in question efficient and useful. Two months* later, 
another letter of the Secretary at Agra was sent by Metcalfe • in which 
Clerk was asked to expedite his report. 

Clerk replied in a communication of February 1836.* In order 
to improve its efficiency, the first thing was that the Rissaldars should 
be nominated by the Supreme Government or its officers. But Gover¬ 
nment did not sanction this proposition So Clerk remarked : “It is 
clear, however, that unless the Horse are in some manner dependent on 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, December 16, 1835, B N. 36, L. N. 85* 

Bushby to Matcalfe, ,, 6, ,, ,, p. 721. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, February 12, 1836, B. N. 86, L. N. 12. 

Bushby to Metcalfe, „ 3, „ „ p. 66. 

8* Clerk to Metcalfe, ,, 20, „ B. N. 82, L. N. 19, 
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and rendered subordinate to the Local Agent at Amba^a, they cannot be 
relied on as effective for the due execution of the measures which he 
entrusts to them ^ On the coi»trary, their ordinary service being to retard 

and suppress hostilities and prevent bloodshed.they must frequently 

in fulfilling the duty assigned to them by the Local Agent incur the 
disiatisfaction of their employers who may be involved in a disturbance 
which it is required to quell. 'J he Horse will in most cases prefer to 
disappoint the Local Agent, because there are no consequences to b 
apprehended of their failing to execute his orders, while the results most 
vexatious to them and in the expostulations which ersne to the Local 
Agent aiso, attend the disregard of their Chief s immediate interests . 


Clerk then had to suggest another mode of increasing its 
efficiency A rate of pay should be fixed for them — say Rs. 18 per 
mensem for a Horseman and Rs 40 to Rs. 50 for a Rissaldar , the 
Chiefs should be asked to give land or security of a Sahukar for the 
amount of pay Clerk wanted the Princes to give a lump sum to be 
redistributed among their quotas by the Pol tical Agent, so that 
irregularity of payment, by which their salaries fell into arrears, should 
be avoided * 


This suggestion seemed to have been liked by Government. 
Metcalfe, asked Clerk to ascertain and report the practicability of 
carrying into effect his suggestion with the concurrence of the Chiefs 
concerned. ^ Cl rk replied:^ “The practicability of the measure 
p>roposed for the payment of the Sikh Horse will depend on the deter- 


1. According to Clerk, the Sikh contingent should be efiicient enough to ensure the 
due execution of the orders of the Political Agent and capable of strengthening 
his hands to a degree that would ‘‘deter rival parties from having recourse to 
amis or on occasions wlien host litics have broken out will enable him promptly 
and efficiently to suppress them’*, (B. N. 82, L. K. 127p 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 20, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 10. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 25, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. f2. 

4 . Clerk to Metcalfe, May 6, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N, . 
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mination of the Government to render efficient these troops which 
Government. d-cided that the Protected Princes ought to main¬ 

tain"' Unfortunately, as Clerk pointed out, the Chie s were averse to 
any improvement for several ro sons, one being that they did no* regard 
in so serious a li ht the infr ction of the public peace by the collision 
of their troops, when dispu'es could be easily adjiis ed otherwi-ed Clerk 
added that Kapur Sin^h, t» e Agent of Pati la, insisted on the right (d 
his master and of other Princes to send out troops on their borders and 
there to fi^ht out differenc s so long ns neither party complained to 
Government. * Surely, the political morality mu?t have been at the 
lowest ebb when the agent of the premier Cis-Siitlej State could s') openly 
declare that might was right. Commenting on the proposition of Kapur 
Singh, Clerk declared fl at the onl}^ circumstances under wldch Govern¬ 
ment could tolerate such a rule would be where it wap certain the 
collision w^ould be strictly confined to the original disputants That was 
not possi* le in the case of the>e States where territories were parcelled 
out among a multitude of independent and turbulent proprietors That 
would have resulted in a chronic state of anarchy, which no civilized 
Government could tolerate. 


1. Clerk thus explained their attituclo :— 

.it enables them to violate a boundary, to seize upon a dieptited tract 

or to strike a blow.and although they may really have gained nothing by 

such proceedings, still they have been enabled to make exhibition of their 
superior military resources over their weaker neighbours”. 

(B N. L. N. 127). 

2. The ideas of peace and order existing among the Cis-Svitlej princes remind one 
of the feudal times in Europe when oven the smallest disputes were decided by 
a recourse to arms and when no civic seiise was to be found among the people. 

In. this connection. Clerk wrote ; “.in my first conversation with the 

Patiala Minister on my taking charge of the office in 1831, when aggressions on 
each other by the armed retainers of these Protected Chiefs were of a frequent 
occurrence, he endeavoured to stipulate for the acknowledgment by mo of tho 
right of his master or of any other Protected ChiefiJ, to prosecute open warfare 
with fuiother, provided the collision were not brought to tho notice of the 
Britisli authorities by either of the parties involved”. (B. N. 82, L, N. 127). 

In the same lette-, Clerk remarked that the Patiala authorities were in favour 
of the use of the British troops for checking ‘’mutual encroachments or violence” 
of the Chiefs as that used to be the practice in the days of Murray. Clerk 
thought the request as “reasonable” 
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In a letter of July 1836, ^ Clerk was once again asHed ^‘whether 
the parties concerned are willing to give the security of the Sahukars for 
the regular payment of tueif quota or would prefer to allot a certain 
portion of land for the purpose". The former arrangement, according to 
Metcalfe, was more desirable. Further. Clerk was in'tract»*d to give a 
ist of the Sfirdars a id the amounts of quota furnished by them; he was 
also asked to find out their sejitiments and wh ther any communication 
had be ai made to them relative to the pr jpo ed increased pay of the 
Svwars M itcalfe w is of tha opinion that the pre; mt system re \uired 
amendment and if Government felt disposed to support Clerk, he should 
see that ilieit* was no difficulty in rendeiing it practicable; he, therefore, 
advised Cleik to have seme ccmmiinication 'with the parties in order to 
prevent any future misunderstanding. 


Clerk stated'-* the scale which had been approved by Government: 


Patiala 

100 

Nabha 

50 

Kaitlial 

50 

Jind 

50 (since lapsed) 

Malerkotla 

25 

Ladwa 

25 

Shamsinghia® 

30 


He again emphasised that the Sikh Contingent, which had 
replaced the Kissala, was by no means as efficient as the 1st Local 
Horse * Clerk had tried his best to raise the staridird of the efficincey 


1. Metcalfo to Cierk, July 10, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 58. 

2. Cl Sk to Metcalfe, July 20 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 127. 

3. At lirat the Shamsinghia Sikhs wore not called upon to send their quota but in a 

despatch of November 18, 1834, Clork suggested that they should be called 
upon to furnish 30 Horaeraon to serve at the Ambala Agency which they could 
easily do (B. N. 80, L N, 207). Fraser, in a reply of November 24, 1834, agreed 
with Clork that the Shaaninghia Sikhs ipight be called upon to furnish a quota 
of Horse-proport ionate to their means. (B. N. 34, L. N. 72). 

4. Clerk remarked that every individual Sawar Oi the Ist Local Hoise w is worth 
five Horsemen iu the employment of the Chiefs. 



(407 ] 


of the Ccntingent ; he had Eddressed several Chiefs and had had a 
nunober of talks with their confidential agents so that he might be 
provided with the best available troops which should be regularly paid, 
but, as Clerk remarked, ' their replies, written or verbal, though couched 
in terms of perfect accord, in the matter of mt^irstiiining tht ir small 
contingents, are always evfsive at the point really at issue ;** there 
was only one exception and that was of Malerkotla. ‘ 


Although not much satisfied with the efficiency of the contingent, 
yet he be ieved that, if in some measure organised, it could be fully 
ermpetent to discharge effectively every duty devolving on it. He then 
went on to say that be bad already adverted to the inclination felt by 
the more powerful Chiefs to leave their troojf s in a state of incffici«»ncy. 


In regard to the mode of payment. Clerk replied that the 
I hulkian Chiefs were not willing to adopt either of the two alternatives 

.that of either assigning a piece of land or giving the security 

of a banker. He saw the Nabha Agent and asked him his opinion. The 
Agent felt that his master would prefer and execute the proposed 
security of a banker, * 


Metcalfe suggested to Clerk to obtain from each of the Chiefs, 
a written intimation of tbeir sentiments with regard to the proposed 
increase of pay to their respective quotas and of the arrangements 
which they were willing to adopt to ensure regular payments. ^ The 
Chiefs were at liberty to assign a portion of laud or to give security of 
bankers ; Clerk was instructed to address the Chiefs on this point. 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 20, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 127. 

2. Clerk also added that he had reminded not only the Nabha Agent but also that 
of Kaithal about the inefficiency and insufficient pay of the Contingent. Their 
reply was that their standard of efficiency and mode and rate of payment were 
nearly alike and that they followed Patiala. 

3. Metcalfe to Q«k, Juljr 26, B.JI, 36, t. JT. 62. 
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Again writing in October 1836, * Metcalfe asked Clerk to report 
on his letter of July Id, regarding the mode of payment of the Chiefs* 
quotas kept at Anibala. Acknowledging the communication in Novem- 
ber 1836 - Clerk replied that he had received replies from Patiala and 
Kaithal bu not from Nabha. He sent for Sahib Singh, the confidential 
agent of the Nabha Raja, jmd asked him to submit the reply of his master 

within seven days. It was actually on the 19th that he received the 
reply. * 


It was in an important despatch, dated iTovember 20, 1836, ^ 
that Clerk again took up the question of the payment of the Sikh 
Contingents; he also forwarded the replies he had received from the 
Chiefs of Patiala, Nabha and Kaithal. The first two Chiefs laid stress 
on the increased duties of their Sawars ; for example, their 
being employed as patrols or to fguard prisoners. In reply, 
Clerk remarked : *'A few of Colonel Skinners* Horse were occa¬ 

sionally so employed and on their removal, the Chiefs* Sawars were 
made use of for the same purpose and being found wholly ineffi' ient, 
other arrangements were adopted, that is, Pattidar Horse are used for 
patrolling**. Government also had a small force of Barkandazes for the 
purpose. According to the Political Agent, the police duties which the 
contingent had to perform would have been very light, had it not been 
for the vicinity of the Sikh States. Clerk observed : “The contiguity 
of so many independent jurisdictions all-wiih exception to Patiala- 
exceedingly lax in their police, renders the duty of that nature at 
Ambala very arduous. The same cause imposes on us the same vigilance 
and activity in protecting our other isolated estates in this quarter**. 

Referring to the increased duies of the Sikh contingent, Clerk 
said that it was from other causes. ’ First, because Murray had at his 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk October 1836, B. N. 36, L N. 98. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, Nov 7, ,, B. N. 82, L. N. 167. 

3. „ 19. .. .. L.N. 170. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 20, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N, 176. 

6. Clerk frankly remarked : *‘The duties which then devolved on them and which 
now of necessity devolve on them bear no comparison**. 
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disposal Sawars of the 1st Local Horte who were eroplojed on those 
occasional services in these states which were now required of the Sikh 
Contingent.^ Secondly, the sub-division of lands among the Sikh 
proprietcrs, petty independent Chiefs, was on the increase ; * thiidly, 
the Agency Officer at Ambala had been invested with the direct control 
of the most turbulent tribes of the Sikhs Jike the Maharajkians and the 
Barwalias, to restrain which large bodies of Horse had been constantly 
employed. * Arising out of the second cause, it was also the duty of 
the Local Agent to prevent collision between the zamindars of the 
States and when they had taken place, to avert the excesses which 
would otherwise ensue. * 


The Raja of Patiala also had compared the strength of 1st 
Local Horse in Murray's time with that of the Sikh Contingent in the 
days of Clerk. According to the Raja, the number of the latter waa 
about three or four hundred Clerk observed that not only the 
comparison was wrong but the number stated also incorrect. In the 
times of Murray, only the Chiefs of Patiala, Nabha and Kaithal fumi- 


1. Ai pointed out earlier, Murray had not only the Igt Looal Horae, but alao the 
Sikh contingent at Ambala. 

2. Some of the petty Chiefs were in the habit of committing many lawleas acts ; 
they would erect forts and disobey the orders of the Political Agent and would 
repair to the Govemor-General’s Agent at Delhi and set at nought the authority 
of the Political Officer at Ambala. Clerk had to protest many a tkne against 
the encoiWagement given to such offenders by his superior officer. For example 
in July 1884. in the case of one Kahan Singh of Lida Patti, ho asked Fraser to 
remand the petitioner to his village until he should give up the idea of evading 
his order ; according to him, disorder among the petty Sikli proprietors could 
only be suppressed if the Agent at Delhi took due notice of any disobedience of 
orders issuing from the Ambala Office; the stay of such men at Delhi not 
only enabled them to evade the necessity of obedience but it also enabled 
them **to exhibit to other turbulent characters the impunity with which they 
may disregard the injunctions of the Local Agent”. (B. N. 80, L. N. ZB). 

8. Another turbulent Sikh 4)ribe was that of the Jagdauli Sikhs, belonging to the 
Shaxnsinghia Misal. (B, N. 80, L. N. 207, November 18, 1884). 

Clerk tp Metcalfe, November 20, 1836, B. N. 82. L. N. I7p. 
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9lH*d their quotas while Ladwa, Malerkotla, etc were excused Again, 
the Patiala ruler had wrongly asserted th it, after the suppression of 
Akali disturbance, he, of his own accord, had placed a Rissala under 
Murray's orders. In reality, a requisition had to be made by Murray in 
conformity to orders received from Government of May 7. 1824 ^ 


Allusion bad also been made by the Chiefs to the employment of 
the Sawars in carrying'Dak'and accompanying the Politic il Agent to 
the interior of the States. This, in view of Clerk, caused great 
inconvenience to the Political Agent who was dependent on them for the 
conveyance of ‘Dak* and for a personal mounted escort. Therefore, Clerk 
insisted that even if they were most efficient, in matter of personal 
escort, the Political Agent ought to be independent of them. For that 
purpose, a Daffedar and ten Sawars from any corps of Local Horse might 
suffice but such a party should be at all times attached to the agency. * 


It had also been asserted by the Chiefs that the Sawars of the 
Sikh Contingent had been employed at Cawnpur and Lucknow. In this 
connection, Clerk observed that the rule was not to employ them out of 
these states. The one oception had been when six SaWars escorted 
Mrs. Grant to Lucknow, It had also been stated in the replies of the 
Chiefs that the Riealdars had been “assured and satisfied" and that if 


1. The orders were conveyed by Swinton, the Chief Secretary at Calcutta to 
Elliott, the Resident at Delhi. 

The following is the relevant paragraph :— 

* 

“The Governor-General in Council approves the measure which you have directed 
of keeping together in a central position a body of Horse from the different 
Sikh Chiefs to be ready to repel any future incursion of similar marauding 
parties and concurs with you in opinion likewise that it will be desirable to 
place one hundred of Skinners’ Horse under the orders of the Deputy Superinten¬ 
dent to be employed according to circumstances. 

Elliott to Murray, May 26, 1824, B. N. 24, L. N. 105. 

Swintonto Elliott, May 7, 1824, B. N. 24, p. 167»58. 

2. Earlier, Clerk had spoken of a small infantry forpe of a Jamadar and 2o men as 

•uQlcient to guard the Agent, (B. K* 79^ L* 199)* 



there wa8 any doubt in the matter, the Rissaldars should be referred to. 
Clerl? commented thus : “But the Rissaldars themselves are without 
question very well off and it is precisely this reliance on them of their 
employers at a distance without a possibility of their inveterate habits of 
irregular profits under the pre ent sy tern checked here, which makes 
them so well off’*.' 

The Bhai of Kaitbal had stated in Ills reply^ that 8 annas per 
diem were paid to each Sawar by his state and that was sufficient. Clerk 
was willing to accept the rate, provided the payment was regularly 
made and so he observe d: “If, however, these terms were accepted and 
fixed for the other Chiefs, as well as the Bhai and if all were to be given 
distinctly to understand that Government had auth ri ed the attachment 
lortliwith of an adequate quantity of land on failure of due payment of 

thje prescribed rate the object might be thus attained.The Political 

Agent here has no time to attend very closely to, such matters, but it 
will not be difficult to ascertain whether the amendment produce the 
effect desired”.* Clerk also suggested to Metcalfe that if he recommended 
the m asure to Government for adoption, it would be as well to inform 
the Chiefs that, after a year, if that failed, the other more direct measures 
for reforming their Horse, must be had recourse to. 


Clerk next took up the question of the inadequacy of the Patiala 
quota.* The Bhai of Kaithal had complained that his quota was too 
large as compared with that of Patiala; the revenue of Kaithal exceeded 
those of Nabha, which furnished a quota of the same strength as Kaithal; 


1. Clerk quoted the case of the Risaaldar of Kaithal who received allowance for 50 
Horsemen but maintained only 30. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, November 20, 1830, B. N. 82, L. N, 176. 

3. A few months before also. Clerk had drawn Metcalfe’s attrition to this foot 

adding that Frasar had desired him to suggest a larger quota from Patiala 
(B. N. 82, L. N. 127), Metcalfe asked Clerk to do the same (B. N. 86 
L,N. 62). * * 
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therefore, Nabha had the same cau«e of complaint and the Nabha Vakil 
had represented the matter to Clerk. The cause of complaint was thus 
expressed by Clerk: may at first seem vexatious in them to c^vil 

about proportions, when all they are now called upon to furnish is so 
insignificant considering their resource but I am satisfied that it is a 
point to which they attach great importance, and that not without 

cause; for whenever they may be called into field with all 

their disposable forces, as allies of the British Government, the 

proportion* in which they furnish this small contingent, they may 

naturally fear, would be tssiimcd in calling out their troops’". So Clerk 
suggested that it would be proper to give to Kaithal and Nabha some 
aSBurance against this inequality; fhis would be best effected by correc¬ 
ting the Fcale.i 


1, Th« old acalo was, ae» follows ; — 


Patiala 

100 Horses, 

Kaithal 

50 „ 

Nabha 

30 

Ladwa 

25 

Malerkotla 

25 

Shnmsinghia 

30 

Total ; 

280 


Clork recommended that it might, in fair proportion, be reduced thus :— 


Patiala 

100 Horses, 

Kaithal 

30 

Nabha 

80 

Ladwa 

15 

Malerkotla 

16 

Shamsinghia 

30 

Total: 

210 


If Government wanted an increase in the number of quotas. Clerk suggested, 
as follows — 


{Continued on next page)^ 
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This letter ot Clerk was acknowledged by Metcalfe, who made 
the following reply i:— 

“It is proposed to procure for the Rawars a regulor pay of 8 
a^nnas per diem and to make some alteration in the present complements 
of the respective quotas without exercising for the present any further 
interference between the Chiefs and their contingents. 


The arrangement appears unobjectionable provi led the as’^ent of 
the Chiefs can be obtained and you are aciordingly requested to avail 
yourself of every opportunity to effect this object by your influenc *. But 
the reform is not to be att< inpted by force. 

The contingents of the minor states may be reduced as suggested 
by you and you will be able probably to avail yourself of that opportunity 
to render them more effective'*. 


In other words* Government was reluc ant to enforce any 
innovation without the consent of the Chiefs. After all, the Contingent 
was voluntary and whatever reforms in it were desired by Clerk could 


(Continued from page 412). 


Patiala 

200 Horses 

Kaithal 

60 

»* 

Nabba 

40 

»» 

Ladwa 

25 

» 

M^lorkotla 

25 


Shamsinghia 

30 

»■* 

Total: 

380 

»> 


Even the reduced scale was thought to be sufficient by Clerk, if the Sawars 
could be rendered orderly and efficient. However, no change was made in the 
number, the ^status quo’ being kept. 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, Peoesnber 24* 1636* B N. 36* L.N. 102. 
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any be introduced if the Princes agreed. Further, Government was 
prepared to accept the reduced quota if the troops were rendered efficient 
and payment to them regularised by the Chiefs concerned. 


The entire correspondence was referred to the Court of Directors 
which suggested Mhat the question of proportion of quota should be 
‘ disposed of'* in connection with the boundary problem of Hariana 

f ontiei. It remarked: “The parties concerned.are for ihe most 

p rt of the same who furnish quotas to the contingent ar d their release 
from this obligation might form part of nomproritise which we are anxious 
to see effected of the territorial dispute/*. 

This despatch was referred to Clerk who did not agree with the 

suggestion as he wrote : “... the n aintenance at Ambala by the 

Sikh Chiefs of the present small and ch( ap quotas of Horse is not such 
an object in their consideration as to afford a pro^p(ct of its being 
advantageously relinquished by the British Government in connection 
with any scheme of comp omise of the territorial disputes on the Hariana 
frontier."* 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk. December 13, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 88. 

Torrens to Metcalle, ,, 5, ,, ,, p. 410, and extract of Paras 34 

and 35 of a letter from Court of Directors, N'o. 45 of 1838, dated August 22. 

Tbe Court also pointed out the defect of the scheme of accepting the reduced 
quota from other Chiefs in these words : ‘‘The minor Chiefs will probably give 

a ready consent in return for the reduction of their quotas.From the Raja 

of Patiala, whose quota is not intended to be reduced, a voluntary assent is 
not.to be expected”, 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 2, 1839, B. N. 83, L. N. IOC. 

That brings to an end Clerk’s correspondence relating to the Sikh Contingent. 
The total quota was not reduced, as in August 1841, Clerk informed Maddock 
in a letter that the Chiefs maintained a contingent of 300 Horse at Ambala over 
which they had “no manner of authority”. So this long correspondence increased 
the control of the Political Agent over the contingent and resulted in fixing of 


(Continued on next page) 







Finally I may ad^l that the mal-administraiiori of the Cis-Sutlej 
Chiefs was an ever recuning source of anxiety to Clerk From the very 
institution of the agency, the Political Agents had been kept busy in 
tackling this very intricate problem: Wherever the British control was 
extended, it brought more peaceful and hence prosperous conditions to 

the people. The British officials were usually keen to promote the 
material welfare of the governed and Clerk was no exception His 
correspondence is an abundant proof of the assiduous efforts which he 

made to rouse countless petty Chieftains.including Missaldars and 

Pattidars.to a better appreciation of their obligations to their 

subjects. 

The lawless spirit displayed by the Akalis towards the south of 
tl e Sutlej was another somewhat serious matter engaging the attention 
of Clerk. He adopted severe§t possible measures to check their 
unprovoked depredations. For this purpose, a Rissala of Skinners’ Horse, 
in addition to a small Sikh force, had been kept for some years before he 
took charge of the agency. During his active tenure, however. Govern¬ 
ment began to feel that the Chiefs might bear the entire expense of 
preserving peace, throughout the Cis-Sutlej area and so withdrew the 
Rissala leaving the small fcikh force to manage things as best as it could. 
Clerk made strenuous efforts to raise its efficiency and it was solely due 
to his exertions that the Chiefs started paying regular salaries to their 
respective quotas. Clerk even proposed that land or some other 
guarantee should be taken from the Chiefs for defraying the expense of 


{Continued from page 414) 

a regular pay of 8 annas per diem for a Horseman, Most probably, the change in 
number was not introduced for fear of offending Patiala. 

In a letter of Clerk, mentioned above, he discussed a plan “for rendering the 
military resources of the Protected Sikh States available to the British Govern¬ 
ment** (Appendix I, Chapter VI, page 8). The need was felt as the 
British Government had been entangled in the Afghan mire ; moreover, on 
account of the Khalsa Army becoming unmanageable, immediately after the 
accession of Sher Singh, Clerk felt tempted to intervene in the Khalsa affairs 
imd fpr that purpose wanted to use the ^pompes of the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs alsQ. 
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such quotas but the proposal was declined by Government as it seemed 
a somewhat serious deparhr e from its declared policy of affording free 
protection to the Chiefs, which had been promised to them by the Pro¬ 
clamation of 1809. 
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CONCLUSION. 


It has not been possible to include in the foregoing chapters 
every aspect of the work of iSir George Russel Clerk which ha accompli¬ 
shed during his sojourn in the Cis-Sutlej country. Nor have I been able 
to utilise several letters pertaining to a variety of topics and incidents 
as they could not be fitted into any manner of classification aid adopted 
into the frame-work of the chapters. Bat they are of considerable 
interest in revealing the many-sidedness of the man and deserve a 
mention. 

There are, for example, four letters relating to the famous Rupar 
interview between Ranjit Singh and William Bentinck, which stand by 
themselves. * 

Several other letters show that he was very anxious to preserve 
peace and tranquillity in the territory under bis charge. The first thing 
that he did, after his assumption of office, was to build a wall round 
Ambala with a view to checking thefts in the city. He also maintained 
a regular and efficient police force. Its expense was borne by the 
princes, a d it helped in protecting effectively the life and property in and 
about the city. He made sustained efforts to stop robbery, cattle-lifting, 
smuggling, Thuggee, traffic in children, female infanticide and many 
other social evils so widely prevalent in the area of the jurisdiction. He 


1. Benson to Olerk, September 17, 1831, B. N. 31, L. N. 53. 
Prinsep to Clerk. October 6, „ »* L, N. 66. 

,, •• ,, 6, ,f »» L* N. 67. 

fi P 10^ tf ff li. N. 69. 
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tried to introduce vaccination in the territories of Patiala and other 
Chiefs. He promoted agriculture, reclaimed barren lands, improved 
Irrigation, gave seeds to cultivators and arranged for equitable revenue 
settlements. In short, his work as an administrator was commendable. ^ 


In this oonne:;tion. 

Fee : — 





Martin to Clerk, 

September 28, 

1831, 

B. N. 31, L. N. 

67. 

Clerk to Martin, 

February 

2. 

1832, 

B. N. 78, L N. 

10. 

Martin to Clerk 


24, 


B. N. 32, L. N. 

11. 

Clerk to Fraaer, 

April 

22, 

,, 

B. N. 78, L. N. 

20. 

Fraeer to Clerk, 

May 

10, 

ft 

B. N. 32. L. N 

26. 

Clerk to Fraaer, 


28, 


B. N. 78, L. N. 

28. 

Fraaer to Clerk, 

June 

30, 


B. N. 32, L. N. 

50. 

Clerk to Fraaer, 

July 

25, 


n. N. 78, L. N. 

5). 


May 

15, 

1833, 

B. N. 79, L. N. 

37. 

Clerk to Simon, 

Februry 

28, 


B. N. 79. L. N. 

178. 

Clerk to Frat-er, 

March 

31, 


B. N. 79. L. N. 180. 

Clerk to Wade, 

May 

17, 


B. N. 79, L N. 181. 

Clerk to Fraaer, 

December 

3, 


B. N 79, L. N. 

189. 

Clerk to B. Neave 


lo. 


B. N. 79, L. N. 190. 



n. 


B. N. 79, L. N. 191. 



23. 


B. N. 79, L. N. 

194. 

Fraaer to Clerk, 

J anuary 

28, 

1834, 

B. N. 34, L. N. 

15. 

Clerk to Fraaer, 

February 

24 


B N. 80. L N. 

12. 

Fraaer to Clerk, 

March 

29, 


B. N 34, L. N. 

26. 

Clerk to Fraser, 

April 



B, N. 80, L. N. 

35. 

P9 9 !» 

- 

22, 


B. N. 80, L. N. 

41. 


May 

18, 

1836, 

B. N. 81, L. N. 

18. 

Clerk to Metcalfe, 

Aupust 

25 , 


B. N. 81, b. N. 

95. 


November 

5, 


B. N. 81. L. N. 

127. 

9 9 fy 


10, 


B. N. 81, L. N. 

130. 

Metcalfe to Clerk 


16, 

,, 

B. N. 36. L. N. 

73. 


** September 28, 1836, B. K. 36, L. N, 86. 

C erk to Metcalfe. November 21, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 176. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, February 18, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 37. 

omason to Clerk, August 21, „ B.N. 38, L. N. 60. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, July 23, 1839, B. N. 39, L. N. 38. 

erk to Oreathed, August 9, „ B. N. 83, L. N. 122. 

Clerk to Maddook, „ 20 , „ B. N. 83, L. N. 124. 

addook to Clerk, September 11, „ B. N. 39, L. N. 47. 
Clerk to Metcalfe, February 26, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N. 144. 

Clerk to Blunt, March 2, „ B. N. 88, L. N. 146. 

Cork to Steel, Jun 13, B. N. 83, L. N. 169 . 
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A series of letters relate to the personal relations between th(i 
Cis-Sutlej Chiefs, e pecially tLe ruhrs of b^g ftites, and h mself. It 
appears that some did not show proper r spect to h.s offic *, and would 
not address their communications to Government through him. They 
would keep their agents in Calcutta or at Delhi, follow their advice, and 
disregard h’s instructions. All this irritated him greatly and he would 
often complain of it to his superior at Delhi pointing out not only that 
it was derogatory to him personally but that it also impeded the smooth 
working of his office. In January 1832, he paid a visit to the Raja of 
Nabha and there met the ruler of Patiala as well. He had a talk with 
both and their officials about their relations with his office at Ambala. 
He was anxiom that they should submit all their communications 
through him instead of addressing the Supreme Government direct. They 
acknowledged that that would be the more regular course and expre sed 
their willingness to concede to his wish. But a discordant note was 
struck by Kapur Singh, gtn agent of Patiala, who w mted Clerk to stay the 
investigation of the disputed boundaries of the Bhatti-Hariana frontiers, 
and on Clerk’j declining to do so, the agent felt dis-satisfied a- d in 
consequence, the Patiala ruler determined to contact the Supreme 
Government by sending a mission to Calcutta.^ That Clerk was always 
anxious to maintai» the dignity of his olfice, is also shown from another 
episode. When Mahiraja Karm Singh of Patiala was about to p ly a visit 
to Hard war in 1832. he wanted Clerk, to accompany him. Clerk declined 
the Raja's request, observing that none of the Sikh Chiefs were on the 
footing of Princes who had executed separate engagements with the 
British Government and th it he had to attend to the affairs of several 
other Rajas equal in rank to the ruler of Patiala.® Government upheld 


1. Clerk to Metcalfe, January 23, 1836, B.N. 82 L. N. 11. 

Clerk wrote that there was so much jealousy between the ruler of Patiala and 
the Bhai of Kaithal, that the latter had sent an agent to acquaint Clerk that he 
would be sending his own agents also with those of Patiala. As Clerk explained, 
the Bhai was afraid that the Raja of Patiala might open soma negotiations with 
Government without hia becoming aware of it. In this connection. Clerk remar¬ 
ked that there was a rumour of a supposed project of Patiaia to tender a tribute 
to the British Government **asameansof assuming the regulation of oases of 
succession to heirless chiefShips and generally to a supremacy over the Southern 
Sikbs'^ 

8. OlW to Frwer, April 88, 1832, B. N. 78, B. N. 21. 
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Clerk's objection though it allowed the Civil Surgeon at Ambala to 
accompany the Chief.^ ' 

Clerk respected the religious prejudices of the Sikhs. Realising^ 
as he did, with what abhorence they looked upon practice of kine slaughter, 
he observed in a letter of August 183l.‘ to the Deputy Assistant, 
commissary General, Karnal that the consumption of bullocks for tie 
victualling of troops about to march to Rupar thrjugh the Protected 
States, ought to be abstained from, add ng that the Br tish force wtuld 

be on duty with the Governor-General only for a shoit tin e and that, 
therefore, this prohibition would not be in the nature of hard-hip to the 
European troops. In another letter of April 1832*, Cleik acknowledged 
the petition from certain butchers explaining the difficulties of bringir>g 
cattle for slaughter from the Sikh States, Thompson had observed that 
such objections had ct been made before. But Clerk found, on i^eferrirg 
to the rec(jrds of the Agency, that Ochterlony and Murray had issued 
orders interdicting generally the sale of horned cattle for such purposes 
in any of these states In brief, his attitude was one of sympathy. 


1. Fnvser to (^lerk, May 2], 1833, B. N. 32, L. N. 27. 

2. Clerk to Thompson, August 26, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 55. 

This feeling was shared by Maharaja Ranjit Singh and his successors. When 
the British army was to roburn through the Punjab, after the Kabul campaign, 
one of the conditions laid down was that tha slaughter of horned cattle would 
not be allowed. 

i 3. Clerk to Thompson, April 22, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 108. 

,4. Clerk added : ‘T am of opinion that the resort of butchers to these states for 
the purchase of the sacred cattle for slaughter must ever occasion endless 
references relating to the complaints of the purchasers who will be frequently 
mabtreatoil and to the outraged feelings of those in whose llaqas such purchases 
have been m€vde'\ 



As is well known. Lord William Bentinck had abolished in 1829 

the inhuman practice of *Sati’ or immolation of widows on the funeral 

■■ 

pyres of their husbands. Like every humane peison, Clerk was opposed to 
this practice and tried his best to check it. Fortunately it was not very 
popular among the Sikhs. According to him, the cruel practice was not 
held in very much esteem by them and the succession of the widows to 
the estates of their deceased husbands struck at the root of the evil. 


On two occasions. Clerk effectively intervened in preventing 
fSati.' One was on the death of Kunwar Ranjit Singh, eldest son of 
Raja Jaswant Singh of Nabha.^ One of his widows wanted to become a 
‘Sati.* Clerk despatched an express to Patiala^ ruler to prevent, if 
possible, the useless sacrifice of her life. The ruler acted with 
commend ible zeal; he se/it his own mother to dissuade tlie uidow whose 
life was thus sived.* The second occas'on was when Raja Kliarak Chand of 


1, Clork to Fraser, June 20, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 35. 

The relations between Kunwar Hanjit Singh and his father had long been 
notorious. As early as 1818, the former had robollod (B. N. 64, L. N. 77) ; 
though later on a reconciliation took place through the efforts of Birch, who was 
then the Political Agent (B.N. 04, L.L.N. 85 & 88). But they again started quar¬ 
relling so much so that Raja Jaswant Singh wanted to disinherit him and even 
went to the length of accusing his son of attempting to poison him. (B.N. 72, L.N* 
227). The Prince denied the charge and tho Govornor-Gonoral, to whom it was 
referred, did not consider tho charge ostablishod (B. N: 2v>, L. N. 146, and B. N. 
27, L. N. 129). So when tho Kunwar died, his widows naturally suspected that 
his father hod a hand in his death. At first, Clork believed in the truth of the 
charge but later on it was found that his suspicions were groundless. 

2. Although the rulor was personally opposed to this practice, yet some cases did 
occur in his state. For example, Frjser wrote to Clerk in, July 1832 expressing 
the concern of the Governor-General that the cruel rite was stil I tolerated in 
Patiala ; Clerk was to request the ruler to put it down effectually and to award 
suitable penalties to the parties (B. N. 32, L. N. 60), In reply, Clerk observed 
that the Patiala Raja deprecated the practice and that the officers concerned had 
been suitably punished (B. N, 78, L. N. 64). Government expressed its satiefac* 
tion (B. N. 32, L. N. 106). 


8. Clerk to Fraser, October 2, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 64. 



Bilaspur died in March 1839. Two of his three wido«rs wanted to immolate 
themselves but Cleik promised them a liberal maintenance and was 
thereby able to persuade them in giving up theic resolved 


In the end I might say that the usefulness of Clerk's work cannot 
be questioned by even the most sceptical. He helped in establishing 
many wise rules and conventionsf or hh Government to follow in cases 
of disputes and eschexts and played successfully the role of a groat 
administrator. No other agent in the Cis-Sufclej regions . neither Ochter- 
lony nor Murray - can be compared in respact of labour that he brought 
to bear upon 1 ii task and achievement. It is no wonder that he was 
looked upon by Lord Ellenborough as the greatest living authority on 
the Sikh^, This enviable reputation he rightly won for himself in 
terms of the intrinsic value of his hard, solid work. However, wa look 
at him, whether as a statesman, as an administrator or as a reformer, 
he is equally great. Herein lies the justification, if this be at all necess¬ 
ary, for my endeavour to interpret him and his correspondence 
historically. 


END 


1. Clerk to Maddock, April 15, 1839, B. N. 83, L. N. 112, 

At the death of the Raja, as many os aixty-four persons were saved from 
becoming ‘Sati’ by Clerk, This won him not only the approbation of the Supreme 
Government but also that of the Court of Directors. 

Torrens to Clerk, September 28, 1840, B. N. 127, L. 43. 

Thomason to Clerk, May 8, 1841, B. N. 128, L. N. 77, Dospatoh of the Court of 
Directors, Extract Para 25 of L. N. 27, July 29, 1840, B, N. 128, p, 161. 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX I 

to 

CHAPTER HI 


^ Other escheats were, as follows 

(1) UthkarKhaoIU Serai 

This place lapsed to ihe Supreme Government by the death of 
Sardarni Bbagan, the last of the two widows of SardarMohui Singh 
Nishanwala. On January 5, 1829,^ Murray had reported ihat he had 
taken pof>8ession of Lashkar Khan end peveral villages situated about 
forty miles, North-West of Amhal»i, including the village of Dudla, near 
Ambala. The villager were held in co-paice y with Pa'iala 

The Sardarni had died leaving a chiMless daughf er and, th* refore, 
there was no claimant to the istate. The cr-paicery had led to many 
disputes between the Sardarri and the ruler of Patiala; t> e former bad 
to app'-al many a time to the Local Biitish suthoriiies for protection 
against the encroachments of Patiala. Murray had also rrcommended 
that, as the expense of the management wouH be dlaproportionately 
heavy, the share of the la<e widow should be given to Patiula on Rfl.2100 
a year. As narraied in a previous chapter, it led to a lorg and biiter 
cnitroversy bet\ieen Mahfiraja Karem Siygh of Patiala and the British 
Government in Clerk’s time, but the latter refused to part i^ith the 
lapse.* 

(2) Eatat# of Goukpur 

On October 8, 1835, the death of Mai Pardtan of Gaukpur was 
reported by Clerk, in a letter addressed to Metcalfe.’ She had died 
•‘leaving her estate under c.Tcumelances which teemed to lequire that 
a servant of this office should be placed in charge until the questun 


Murray to Colebrooko, January 5, 1829, B. N. 76, L. N. 262. 
Ooiebrooke to Murray, January 10, 1829, B. N. 29, L. K. 6, 
1. Clerk to Martin, September 26, 1831, B. N. 77, L. N. 70. 


2. I have disouased the case in Chapter V. 

8, C8Qrk to Metcalfe, October 8, 1835, B- N. Sit L. N. 113. 
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regarding it could be submitted to Government'*. Trac'ng her history, 
Clerk mentioned that the husband of Mai Pardhan, Gurbaksh Singh 
Shahid, died in 1785, and that she obtained possession of the entire 
estate, comf)rising ?3 villages. A few months later, her step-son, 
Dya Singh, deprived her of the estate and imprisoned her. The mother 
of Gu ab Singh Shahid interfered in the dispute and Obtained for Pardhan 
the email Taaluq of Gaukpur which Gurbaksh Singh had conferred oil 
the brothers of Mai Pardhan From that period this small estate was 
in exclusive ] ossession of the Mai. 


Clerk went on to say thnt Pardhan had considered the Taaluq 
of Gaukpur. as ‘‘alien ted from the possession of Dya Singh Shahid, the 
son Hnd successor of h r husband - Gurbaksh Singh*'. But Dya Singh 
maintain d that the estat^e should be consi Icred as a l<)pse to his Chiefship; 
the most important of the Shahid Sirdars—Gulab Singh—was also of the 
same opinion. 

The view of Metcalfe was that the estate of Gp.ukpur should 
I ever f- to Dya Singh from whom Mai Pardhan had received it at the 
interposition of the m >ther of Gulab Singh Shahid and other Chieftains.C 
He added that it was nrt very clear whether the brothers of Pardhan, 
Gurdial Singh and Nihal Singh on whom the Taaluq had been conferred, 
made any opposition “either on Dya Singh's assumption of the entire 
estate or the grant by him of the Taaluq in question to the Mai.** 
He was of the opinion that Gaukpur should be restored to Dya Singh 
while Nihal Singh and Gurdial Singh be asked to establish their claims 
by producing evidence that it had been granted to them by Gurbaksh 
Singh. Thus the escheat was restored by Government, 

(H) Sadaura* 

On July 18, 1834, Clerk reported the demise of Mai Kajan of 
Sadaura.* Her estate consisted of 24 Horse-^hare of the lands possessed 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, October 13, 1836, B. N. 36, L, N. 62. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, July 18, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 97, 
Fraser to Clerk, July 31, 1884, B. K. 34, L. N. 4g* 
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by the Jabalian Sikh and comprised six villages and also some 
in others. She had left no heirs. Her husband was Bagh Singh who died 
in 1780; a moiety of the revenues of the village had been granted by h^*m 
to his sister’s son - Dasaundha Singh-and was being enjoyed at the time 
of the Mai's death by his grand-son, Nand Singh, whose possession Clerk 
had not disturbed; all other lands had escheated to Government. The Mai 
had left a grand-daughter, J*oni (daughter of her daughter-Karam Kunwar). 
She was living with the Mai. Clerk continued to her 30 seers of grain per 
diem and recommended to Government that it should be sanctioned, 
otherwise she would ba left destitute. The annexation w^s approved. ^ 
Later on, the share of Jionl was converted into cash payment * 

(4) Estate of Sardar Megh Singh of Buria. 

On Julf 21. l 83 vS,Clerkrep»rtel« that he had assumed charge 
of the estate of Buria, in consequence of the death of Megh Singh, 
without heirs. The estate was situated on the low - lands of Jumna 

and had an annual income of Rs. 15,000. The Sardar had repudiated 
his two wives and lived separate from them. His confidential agent 

Kesra Singh and his agent at Ambala had t Id Clerk that Megh Singh 
wanted that no provision shou’d be given to them. The Sardar himself 

had also expressed the same wish when he had met Clerk two years 


1. Fraser to Clerk, September 24, 1834, B. N. 34, L. N. 58. 

Trevelyan to Fraser, August 21,1834, B. N. 34, p. 389. 

2 . Clerk to Fraser, October 20, 1834, B, N. 80, L. N. 178. 

Fraser to Clerk, November 27, 1834, B. N. 34, L. N. 74. 

Trevelyan to Fraser, November 13, 1834, B. N. 34, p. 458. 

There were two pensioners besides Jioni; all the three were recommended an 
allowance of Rs. 220/'/9, the share of Jioni being Rs. 194/2/6 per annum. (B. N, 
80, b. N. 178). 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 21, 1835, B. N. 81, L. N. 85. 



(4261 


earlkr.’ 


His step mother, Raj Kunwar, had a provision of two villages 
jirielding Rs. 800 per annum; Clerk recommended that one more village 
should be given to her His grand-mother was still alive and had been 
given a village of the revenue of Rs. 1,000 a year. Clerk felt that the 
old ladies should not be disturbed in their poss^ ssions. The Sirdar had 
left a debt of Rs. 7,000 and it was his dying wish that his creditors 
should be paid in full. He had left personal property worth Rs 4,000; 
the balance was to be paid from the first year's revenue. 

Metcalfe, the Agent of the Governor-General, reported the 
orders* of the Governor, North-West Provinces, who was "pleased to 
authorise the payment of the d^bts of the deceased, so far as they can be 
liquidated from the money or personal effects left by Megh Singh but not 
from the future revenues of the land.which belong to the Gover- 


1. On March 6. 1833, Clerk had reported to Fraser that one of the wives of 
Megh Singh of Buria had presented a petition to him against the Sardar and 
gone to Delhi. Clerk felt that it was not desirous to make inquiries as to the 
cause of the little cordiality subsisting between the Sardar and his wife. The 
reason was described by Clerk as follows ;— 

“The Sardar*s domestic trouble originated in the attempts of the lady’s parents 
and relatives to introduce as her relatives, certain male attendants of their own 
party with a view to relieve Megh Singh of managing his own estate”, 

(B. N. 79, L. N. 10). 


Fraser ssemed to have listened to her complaints and issued certain instructions 
for Megh Singh, but the Sardar put forward a protest though he declared that it 
was not his intention to disregard those instructions. He only put a respectful 
appeal against the procedure proposed by the complainant, which he designated 
“as degrading to himself, at variance with the usages of his tribe and an 
infringement of the stipulations which the British Government pledged itself to 
observe towards the Sikh Chieftains, South of the Sutlej”. 

(B. N 79, L. N. 46, June 11, 1833). 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk,^ August 13, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 49. 

fiaoretary. Government of Agra to Metcalfe, B. N. 36, p. 464'66« 
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nment". About the provision of the step-mother and grand-fathef of 
the late Sardar, Metcalfe convened the orders of the Governor, who was 
pleased to authorise the continuance of the villages, yielding Rs. 1,800 
annually, during their lives.^ 


In 1836, when® Clerk paid a visit to Buria, he was approached 
by several influential Sardars, on beh^ilf of the widows of Megh Singh; 
They wanted some provision to be granted to them. So Clerk recommen* 
ded that the village of Rampur, the annual revenue of which was 
Rs. 1,150, should be given jointly to them, the survivor to succeed to the 
whole, on condition of their residing at e ther Rampur or Buria. 
Metcalfe, writing on March 2, 1836, said that the Governor wanted him 
to find out what provision would have been given to the widows, had 
the late Sardar not preferred a request for their exclusion.® 


Clerk, replying on March 8, 1836, was of the opinion that a- 
village to each of the two widows of the vah.e of Rampur would have 
been considered a due provision for them.^ Inspite of this recommenda¬ 
tion, the British Government did not grant any maintenance to the 
widows. Metcalfe, in a communication dated March 30, 1836, quoted 
the opinion of the Lieutenant-Governor who felt that * these widows are 
neither entitled to anything nor do they appear to be in that state of 
destitution which should render them objects of the charitable considera¬ 
tion of the Government".® 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, September 12, 18.S6, B. N. 26, L. N. 64. 

Secretary, Agra Goverment, to Metcalfe, September 5, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 495* 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 2, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 14. 

3. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 2, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 16. 

Secretary, Agra Government, to Matoalfe, February 20, 1836, B. N. 36, p, 7S. 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, March 8, 1836, B. N. 82, L. N. 30 

5. Metcalfe to Clerk, March 30, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 27. 

Secretary, Agra Government,'to Metcalfe, March 23, 1836, B. N. 36, p* 104, 
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(S) Th« eststft of' Ctanls BUigh Jemenys. 

On July 7, 1834, Clerk reported the death of Raj Kanwar, widow 
of Chula Singh, without heirs; consequently the estate lapsed to tha 
British Government.* It comprised a small share in fi.teen villages and 
a four-horse share in the moiety of Indri.* She had a grand daughter 
taxied to a Sikh residing in the North of the Sutlej but her claim waa 
Inadmissible and “the lands must bo considered to have escheated to the 
Supreme Government". 

(6j The estate of Malik. 

Clerk, in a letter to Thomason, Secretary, Government of Agra, 
reported® the death of Sardar Ram Singh of Malik in February 1840. 
He took possession of the estate. Malik was a small dependency of the 
Bilttspur domain which lapsed to Government in 1820. Its revenue was 
Rs 7,000 a year It was one of the Pattis held by the Lodpindia Sikhs 
who were vassals of the Bilaspur Chief and were, therefore, the vassals 
of the British Government since 1820. 


Ram Singh had inherited the Patti from his father, Mohan Singh. 
He had died childless leaving three widows. On one of them, Partap 


1. Clerk to Fraser, July 7, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 89. 

About the Jemeraycks, Clerk wrote: “The Jemerayas Sikhs take their nante 
from native village of Jemeraya on the bank of the Bias ; the present petty 
proprietors poor and indolent, each claiming to be independent of another, are 

perpetually squabbling among themselves and tyrannising over the occupants of 
the soil”. 

2. A bitter quarrel was going on in Indri between the Pathan and Sikh co-paroeners. 
Therefore, Clerk remarked: “The occupation of these lapsed lands by the 
British authorities will tend very much to improve the condition of the people 
and certainly will prove a great check on the present excesses in respect to 
their mutual animosities”. 


2. ClhVk to Th6mason, (ho date), B. N. 83, L. N. 161. 



Knn war, he had conferred the village of Yakubpur worth , R«i 650 per 
annum, but no provision had been given to -the other two. Clerk had 
given them an allowance of two rupees per diem but he requested the 
Lieutenant-Governor to grant to each of them a village of revenue equal 
to that of Partap Kunwar, as it would ‘^conduce to their comfort while 
it accords vsith the cust m of the SikhF in providing for widows". 

(7) I state of Gaddauli. 

After the death of Sardar Ram Singh of Gaddauli, in 1835, his 
estate passed to his widow, Sant Kunwar.* Ram Singh was the son of 
Jit Singh, who had a half-brother, Wazir Singh of Nagla - Lalpur 
Cierk had ejected the Sardarni on account of her bad character at the 
request of the Shamsinghia Sardars, to which confederacy her husband 
had belonged.* The estate was then taken over by Clerk on behalf of 
the British Government for want of heirs. It was worth Rs. 8,000 
a year, 


Sardar Wazir Singh claimed the estate of Gaddauli but Clerk 
rejected the claim. He had put forward his claim even in Ocbterlony's 
time, and had been sustaining it ever since. His claim was rejected by 
Ochterlony, the reason being that his father Sardar Rattan Singh, 
previous to his death in i803 (some years previous to the connection of 
the British Government with these states) had formed his conquest into 
two separate Sardaris of Gaddauli and Nagla Lalpur, assigning the latter 
to Wazir Singh and his uterine brother Hamir Singh Clerk then cited the 
rule that such separated estates, having no heirs, always escheated to the 
peramount power to the exclusion of the holders of the other. Gaddauli 
and Nagla Lalpur had been separated into two estates prior to 1807 and 
the British Government had always maintained that each estate on failure 


1. Clerk to Thomason, JaiuuMry 27, I84l» B. N* 88, p. 280. 


2. The Shamsinghias were a class of petty Sardars who, having lost their Chief, 
came to be divided in several Sardaris undo the control of the Pblitidal Ageftt, 
Axnbala. 
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of lineal heirs, would escheat to it. i So Wazir Singh could not secure 
Gaddauli. 

(8) Estate of Bubbeal 

On July 23, 1840,* Clerk reported the death of the posthumous 
child and only heir of Sardar Harnam Singh of Bubbeal and his having 
taken possession of the estate as an escheat. Bubbeal was a dependent 
Chiefship of the Taaluq of Ambala, which had lapsed to Government in 
1824. There were three co-parceners in Bubbeal - Harnam Singh, the 
grandson of Dya Singh, one of the first Sikh occupants of the Ciuefship, 
Sardarnis Dharam Kaur and Rajinda, widows of Hakumat Singh, the 
bro her of Dya Singh and Rajinda. the widow of Karam Singh, the 
nephew of Dya Singh. » 


Harnam Singh had died on March 11, 1838, at the age of 
wenty-four. His widow was the sister of Bhais of Arnowli and Clerk 
recommended for her a provision of Rs. 3,000 per annum, as the income 
of the estate was between eight and nine thousand rupees a year ; but 
she had to support her mother-in-law also. If they could not live 
amicably, the widow might receive Ks 200 a month and the mother, 
rupees fifty a month only.* 

(9) Estate of Tira. 

On January 20, 1838, * Clerk reported the death of Mai Dharmu, 


1. Clerk to Thomason, January 27, 1841, B. N. 83, p. 289. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe, July 23, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N. 135. 

8. Clerk to Fraser, July 2, 1832, B. N. 79, L N. 64. 

The portion of Bajinda, the third co-parcener, waa resumed by Gk>verQment at 
her death in 18 :i 6 . 

4. Clerk to Metcalfe, October 7, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N. 164. 

6. Clerk to Metcalfe, January 20, 1838, B. N. 83, L. N. 58. 
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the Sardarni of Tira and his having taken possession of the estate. She 

was the widow of Sangat Singh of the Karorsinghia Missal who came 

from the North of the Sutlej and possessed himself of Tira. She left no 

male heirs but had several daughters But the estate, as Clerk pointed 

out could not pass to the female line in con ormity wiih the customs of 
the Sikhs. 


The revenue of the estate was about Rs 6,000 per annum. She 
left little personal property except a few horses and bullocks. She 
was always in debt and Clerk wanted the sanction of Government to 
Rs 1,600 or Rs 1 700 to be spent on dischaiging her establishment of 
servants and soldiers and performing her funeral ceremony about 
Rs. 1,000 were required for the former purpose and the rest for the 
latter. Transit duties bringing Rs. 5/8/- might be abolished. 


Tira comprised seven and half villages and was situated near 
the estate of Nihang Majra, which lapsed to Government in 1833 One 
village, Taska, was granted by the Mai to Tehal Singh, the son of one 
of her daughters. Another village, Thogan, was held jointly by the 
Mai and the S’khs of the Nihang Majra, which had passed to the 
Brit sh Governm* nt. The half village was given as a dowry to one of 
her daughters who was married to Wazir Singh of Nagla Lalpur and was 
still held thus. Another village, Koni Majra, had been conferred only 
two months earlier on Nihal Singh, son of her brother Gujjar Singh 


The annexation was approved by Government» which sanctioned 
the abolition of transit duties 


(10) Estate of Najra. 


This estate belonged lo Sabha Singh, a Nihang Sikh, but passed 
to his widow, Mai Rattan Kaur, at his death. When she died in April 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, February 16, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 8. 

Also see, Metcalfe to Clerk, Janxiary 26, 1838, 3. !Nf. 38, 3. N. 6. 
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48S3 without issue, the estate lapsed to Oovernm^nt * TJhe Sardami 
left personal property worth about nii^e bu»".dred rupees, exclusive of 
what she left at Anand Makhowal, where she bad been living ever since 
her husband’s death. 


Her jewellery, worth about four or five thousand rupees, was 
recommended by Clerk to be given to the daughters of Sardar Sabha 
Singh, by a former marriage Clerk estimated the revenue to be about 
nine thousand rupees per annum One village - Mirpur - had been 
bestowed on his two daughters by Sabha Singh and they resided there 
with their families.* Transit duties, bringing Rs. 77, were reoomm nded 
by Clerk to be abolished About 925 kacha bighas had been given away 
in charity by Sabha Singh and continued by his widow. Clerk felt that 
Government should continue these grants. An establishment of Rs. 110 
a month was needed to manage the estate, which was capable of much 
improvement and bound to fetch a greater amount of revenue. 


(11) Estate of Hu&tatabad. 

The estate of Miistafabad was at first resumed by the British 
Government as a lapte; later on it was returned to Sardar Rattan Singh, 
son of Sardar Mehtab Singh, on his advancing a claim to it. 


On November 2, 1834,* Clerk reported the death of Mai Gauran 
of Mustafabad, which had occurred a day earlier, and added that he had 
placed a servant of the Agency in charge of the estate, considering it to 
have lapsed to the Supreme Government. 


1. Clark to Fraser, April 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 24. 

„ „ May 22, „ B. N. 79, L. N. 42. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, May 22, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 42; 

B. N- 79, LL. N. 81 and 147, September 3 and November 27, 1833- 


3, Clerk to Fraser, B. N. 80 , L. N. 191. 
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The last Sardar of Mustafabad, Mehtab Singh, had died in 1797 
and bad been succeeded by his eldest son, Jodh Singh, who had been 
ki led shortly afterwards, leaving his brother Rattan Singh, then a 
minor, as the sole heir.^ 


Besides Jodli Singh’s mother, who was long dead, there were 
two more wives of the Sardar ; Sulakhni, Rattan Singh’s mother who 
took the territories situated on the Sutlej and Gauran, the other widow 
who got Mustafabad. * 


In the confusion which followed, Gauran was driven fn^rn 
Mustafabad and retired to her husband's trans-Sutlej possession, where 
Sulakhni was residing. ^ Her territory was defended by her brother 
Gurdit Singh. She returned shortly afterwards and re established 
herself at Mustafabad Some years later, the estate of Sulakhni was 
wrested from her by Diwan Mokham Chand, the General of Maharaja 
Ran jit Singh. She appeal- d to Gauran for help but could not secure it; 
also the latter would not allow Sulakhni or her son, Rattan Singh, to 
share with herself the administiat.on of Mustafabad. * 

Rattan Singh in 1812 had appealed to Ochterlony for possession 
of his father's estate but his claim had been rejected by that officer ^ 
on the ground that Gauran was in possession and that the British 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, Aufrust 21, 18.37, B. N. 37, L. N. 80. 

Scott to Macnaghten, Jiwo 11, 1837, B. N. 37, p. 258>60. 

2 Clerk to Fraser, May 6, 1834, B N. 81, L. N. 56. 

Clerk described the possessions of Sulakhni as consisting of “Sita and Usmanpiir 
with 16 dependent villages to the North of the Sutlej and Danaur with three. 

3 Scott to Macnaghten, June 11, 1837, B. N. 37, p 268-60. 

Clerk to Fraser, November 2, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 192. 

4. Clerk to Fraser, May 6, 1832, B. N 80, L. N. 68. 

Clerk to Fraser, November 12, 1832 B. N. 80, L. N. 192. 

6. Clerk to Fraser, M^y 6, 1832, B N. 80, L. N. 56 

Clerk to Fraser, November 12, 1832, B. N. 80, L, N 192. 
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Government had guaranteed existing rights only. ^ Therefore, the 
possession of Gauran was upheld. As Clerk remarked : “Ochterlony and 
later authorities seem to have considered this exclusion of Rattan Singh, 
sevtral years ago, previous to those stales being received under the 
protection of the British Government, which guaranteed only existing 
rights, as invalidating his claims, to recover the Taaluq at any future 
period. Clerk fe't that the decision was just a id observed : *Tf such 
claims were admitted, the precedent would occasion another immigration 
of the Sikhs from the North cf the Sutlej to revive claims which were 
annulled during that disturbed period," ^ and that the recognition of 
Rattan Singh’s claims would “excite in num rous instances hopes of 
recognition by the British Government of other rights annulled previous 

to its connection with these states. hopes that must be dis-appoin- 

ted, because their fulfilment would be at variance with the principle 
which has hitherto regulated all its decisions in regard to the rights of 
the Protected Sikhs". Clerk added : “This principle has been uniformly 
acted on, even in case, in which deviation from it would have been 
more agreeable to abstract justice. It has been most scrupulously 
adhered to, although in many instances attended to with obvious 
inconvenience to the public and involving a serious sacrifice of the 
interests of the British Govenment. Its operation in this instance brings 
Mustafabad under the management of the Supreme Government".^ 


Excepting Rattan Singh, there was no surviving brother i>r any 
o'her male relative of Mehtab Singh. Gauran had a daughter who had 
been married to Mehtab S.'ngh of Thanesar and enjoyed a comfortable 
jointure there. She^also had the village of Gundapura, in the Mustafabad 


1. Scott to Macnaghton, June 11, 1837, B. N. 37, p. 258-GO. 

2. B. N. 80, L. K. 192. 

8. Clerk to Fraser, November 2, 1834, B. N. 80, L. N. 192. 

Clerk coveted Mustafabad on account of its important situation. It lay on the 
high commercial road between Ludhiana and Jagadhari. It connected the East 
of India with the Punjab, and had once been a very flourishing town until under 
the Sikh Government had almost becomss^depopulated. 

(Clerk to Fraser, May 6, 1834, N. 80, L. N. fiOj. 
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Taaluq, given to her mother. So when Gauran died on November 1, 
1834, Rattan Singh once again appealed to Government for a recogn tion 
of his claim. 


Metcalfe wrote to Clerk, ^ quo'ing the orders of t^ e Lieutenant- 
G^ivernor, which were as follows ; — 


“His Honour in concurrence with the opinion expressed by . 

the Political Agent at Ambala, is pleased to determine on the resumption 
of Mustafabad as an escheat to the British Government in consequence 
of the death of Sardarni Gauran. 


The claims of Rattan Singh having been already declared 
invali J, there appears to be no other surviving male descendant of 

Sardar Mehtab Singh, husband of the deceased.and Mustafabad, 

having been separated entirely from the other poss ssion of the family, 
there appears to he no doubt as to the propriety li considering the 
estate as having lapsed to the Government.*' 


Rattan Singh persisted in his efior e, until 1837, when the 
decision was reversed and Mustafabad returned to him. The then 

Lifutenant-Governor, passing the order, remarked : “He has great doubts 
of the right ct the Government to retain possession of the estate or that 


1. Metcalfe to Cle'-k, April 6, 1836, B. N. 35, L. N. 15, and Secretary, Agra 
Gk>vermnont to Fraser, B, N. 35, p. 143. 





436] 


a y such fresh t^^le has Keen established by the mode, in which Gaufart 
achieved possession, as would justify the r< jection of the claims of the 
heirs of Mehtab Singh and the appropriation of the estate as an escheat 
on the ground of Gauran's death without issue The claimant is the son 
of the Chief whose widow we found in possession and would undoubtedly 
have succee ded, had his fa’;her died in our time**. ' Under these 
circumstances, “His Honour is disposed to rf commend thrit the posse¬ 
ssions of the c]cdmant*s father now in our hands, be given back to the 
claimant’*. * This decision was approved hy the Suprune Government 
and Mustafabad given to Rattan Singh. ® 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, August, 21, 1837, B. 5^. 37, L. N. 

Scott to Metcalfe, August, 12, 1837, B. N. 37, p, 2G8. 

Scott to Macnaghton, June 14, 1837, D, N. 37, p. 258-60. 

2. Ibid. 

Qurdit Singh, the brother of Mai Qauran, also put forward his claim, but it 
was rejected. 


3. Maonaghten to Scott, July 17, 1837* B. N. 37^ p. 2dl. 
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APPENDIX m 
to 

CHAPTER in. 


Metcalfe wanted to know from Clerk what provision he would 
recommend for the widows, if his proposition about escheat of Jind were 
accepted.* Clerk replying suggested a very liberal provision for all the 
widows the sum total of which would absorb more than a third of the 
revenues of the principality.^ The list was as follows :— 

1. SabibKuow&r. 

She was the elder widow of the last Raja, Fateh Singh and 
the mother of Sangat Singh, during whose minority she acted as a 
regent for three years Also she wa«» managing the at ate after the de*^th 
of her eon. Her jointure was the i* come of two or three villages yielding 
about Rs. 3,000 per annum. Clerk wanted that her provision should be 

on a very generous scale and recommended that she should be given 
lands worth about Rs. 25,000 a year in all* She was the most important 
of the Jind widows and her pn vision was to be the most liberal. 

2. Rhein Kaur* 

She was the junior widow of Raja Fateh Singh. She possessed 
a small village besides an allowance of two rupees per diem. Clerk 
rccommen ed for her another Rs. 5,000 a year. 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, May 14 A 26, 1836, B. N. 35, LL. N. 22 and 23, 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe. June 4, 1836, B. N. 81, L. N. 70. 
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(3) Sabha Ku^war* 

She was the senior widow of R ja Sanyat Singh. She had a 
village and two rupees per diem. Clerk recommended that she be g ven 
a money grant of Rs. 10,000 a year in addition to land^ which should 
fetch another Rs. 10,000 per unnum. In all her provision was to be 
Rs 20,000 a year.' 

<4) Naod Kunwar* 

She was the tecoi d widow of la e Sangat Singh and posse sed a 
small village and two rupees per d em. Clerk suggested for her a cash 
pension of Rs 5,000 a year and grant of land worth another Rs. 5,000 
a year.Rs 10^)00 in all. 

(S) Sukhan* 

She was the third widow of Sangat Singh and like the second, 

possessed a small village and two rupees per diem. For her also. Clerk 

recommended Rs, 10,010 a yei*r.Rs. 5,000 in cash and Rs. 5,000 

in lands. 

« 


<6) Bhagbhari. 

She was the senior widow of Runwar Partab Singh, the younger 
brother of Fateh Singh. She had been granted two villages and two 
rupees per diem. Her present lands were worth Rs. 5,000 per annum. 
Clerk suggested that she be given another Rs. 1,000 a year, so that her 
.total provision might amount to Rs. 6,000 per annum. 


1. The father of Ssbha Kunwar, Sardar Ranjit Singh, met Clerk and assured him 
that his daughter desired only that her jointure may be soon assigned to her and 
that on a scale suited to her rank (B. N. 82, L. N. 11, July 23, 1836). Later on, 
however, she put forward her claim to succeed to the Chiefship. 
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(7 Rattan KuniA^ar. 


She was the second widow of Partab Singh and was in possession 
of a village and two rupees per diem. Clerk recommended that her 
provision should amount to Rs. 3,000 a year in all 


(8) Ram Kunwar. 


She was the third widow of Partab Singh. Before her marriage 
to Partab Singh, she hod been the wife of Mehtab Singh, the brother of 
Partab Sin^zh. She, like Rattan Kunwar, possessed one village and two 
rupees per diem. Clerk recommended that her jointure should be hxed, 
like that of Rattan Kunwar, at Rs 3,000 per annum. 


(9) Sub Rai 


She claimed to be a widow ^of Partab Singh, though not 
acknowledged as such by the family. She received Rs. 500 a year, and 
in the opinion of Clerk did not deserve more. 


(10) Jfl KuDWar 


She was the widow of Kunwar Mehtab Singh, the sec 'nd brjther 
of Raja Fateh Singh. No provision had been assigned for her but she 
was desirous of having one. Clerk suggested for her th • sum of Rs 3,000 
per annum. 


Ab< ut the mode of payment. Clerk observed : It would be 
preferable to the territory if money payments alone were to be assigned 
to all these ladies, but the relations and dependents of those who alre dy 
possess a village, would be very averse to the commutation'*.* 


1, Clerk to Metcalfe, June 4. 1835, B. N. 81, L. N. 70. 
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Clerk admitted that the proposed maintenance was very Itbeiral 
but he said that -‘the Jind territory is capable of yielding the means of 
assigning Jointures to the several widows of the family of far greater 
amount than they can have expected under other circumstances to have 
enjoyed".1 Government would obtain some surplus after meeting the 
expenses of the management of Jind and unless there was surplus it 
would not stand to gain anything from the escheat.* When quite liberal 
Jointures could be given out of the small estate of Jamiyat Singh of 
Thanesar, much more liberal grants could be made out of the Jind 
revenues. Clerk strongly felt that "the present, case is not one in which 
Government would consider that even the maintaining of its resources in 
the lapsed Chiefship altogether undiminished should be secured by 
assigning to the surviving members of the family for their lives anything 
less than a liberal provision."* 


1. Perhaps Clerk wanted the widows to reconcile themselves to the lapse. Oovent- 
ment seemed to have been a little surprised at these amounts. 

%. Clerk to Metcalfe, June 4, 1835, B. N 81, L. N. 70> 

Clerk says : **Otherwi8e the resources of Government would, for the preseiit» «be 
impaired by assuming the management of a territory from which, while a Chief 
existed it could derive assistance in time of need, as from a Protected State. 
Baja Sangat Singh maintained 700 Horse and 1,000 Sibimdis. He was unques¬ 
tionably prepared at any time to have joined the British arms with all of these. 
So ate all the Protected Sikh Chiefs prepared to act acoovdixig to their means 
So has Paramount power a right to expect that they wiU aoti It may, 
morever, be added that these Chiefs at all times, testify the utmost'«eal to 
render such service to the power that has so long and so effecttlStly prOteotad 
them**. 


Z. Clerk to Matoalfe, June 4, 1835, B. K. 61» L. K. 70. 
Metcalfe to Clerk, March 80» JS8e, B, K. 80^ K. 
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APPENDIX IV 

to 

chapter III. 


Clerk dealt with the cases, which Sarup Singh had given in 
support of his claim, one by one, as follows :— 


(1) The estate of Kaliiala. 

Bhagbhari inherited KakraU. the estate of her husband, Bhai 
Karam Singh, On her death in 1819, the estate was devolved on Bhai 

Lai Singh,^ a distant relation, he being the Chief of Kaithal.the 

nearest kindred of her husband. In this case it was remarked that ‘'as 
there does not appear to be any certain rule in force to establish the right 
of any one of the claimants to the exclusion of the rest, it has been 
determined to adopt such an arrangement as may be recommended by 
the greatest degree of expediency united with considerations of justice" 


(2) The estate 6f Jassa Siogh of Baidwan. 

The father of Jassa Singh, Bhup Singh and Albel Singh died in 
1821, upto which time the estate was undivided. His third share was 
claimed and adjudged to his surviving brothers—Bhup Singh and 
Albel Singh.s 


1. Bhai Lai Singh of Kaithal died in 1818 and was suooeeded by his son Bhai 
Pariah Singh who reigned till 1823. Therefore the estate passed to Partab Singh 
and not to Lai Singh. See B. N. 82, L N. 180, and also Birch to Oohter ony, 
March 12, 1819, B. N. 64, L. N. 46. 

2. JafcSa 8ingh*s estate would not have gone to his brothers but for the illegit maoy 
of his son, Bassawa Singh. The boy was given the estate of his father, but 
later on ejected and dismissed with a stipend of Bs. 1,000 per annum. The ease 

Imhi been discussed in Chapter II of this monograph. 
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(3) The estote of Kharah Singh of Shahabad. 

Karam Singh of Shahabad, the father of Kharak Singh, Shcr 
Singh, Ranjit Singh and Kahan Singh, died in December, 1808. No 
partition of the estate took place nntil Colonel Marshall, under the 
direction of Mr, Seton, the Resident at Delhi, effected one. On 
Kharak Singh's death in 1831, his estate devolved on his uterine brother, 
Sher Singh, by the orders of Government. 

(4) The estate of Nur-un-NIssa of Malerkotla. 

On her demise, the Chief of Malerkotla, claimed to inherit her 
estate. This was Pathan family. All the other descendants of the 
founder of the house also claimed a portion. Government allotted 
two-fifths to the Chief and one-fifth to each of the three descendants. 

(5) The estate of Kanjpnra. 

Nawab Bahadur Jang Khan died in 1828 and was succeeded in 
the Chiefship by his brother, Ghulam AH Khan. 

(6) The estate of Jaimal Singh Buria. 

The British Government, finding that Jaimal Singh, the elder of 
the two brothers had usurped the estate of their father, interfered to 
enforce a partition. On the death of the widow of Jaimal Singh, his 
younger brother Gulab Singh was put in possession of her estate.^ 


1. There was some doubt of Gulab Singh’s legitimacy but Clerk held that it oould 
not be questioned in view of his having been given a share of his father’s estate; 
moreover, it would have the appearance of infringing the rule laid down by the 

British Government of its conduct towards the Protected Princes.the rule 

to preserve all rights territorial, howsoever acquired, existing in 1809, when the 
protection was extended to the Cis-Sutlej Chiefs. With this view. Government 
agreed. 

Clerk to Fraser, January 8, 1836, B. N. 81, L. N. 6. 

Fraser to Clerk, March 6, „ B. N. 35, L. N. 11. 

Bushby to Fraser, February 18, „ „ p. 100-01. 

Fraser to Maosween, January 14, „ m P* 101-02. 




AFPENDH V 
to 

CHAPTER III. 


In his letter of November 30. 1836,^ Clerk gave the 
cases, cited by the Chiefs in support of Sarup Singh's claim, 
Out of them, he took the following :— 


number of 
as twenty. 


Eiamples given by the Chiefs. 

No 2. Bhai Lai Singh, son 
of Desu Singh, inheiited the 
the estate of his uncle, Bakht 
Singh. 


Clerk's remarks. 

No. 2. He inherited only a portion. 
Each of the sons of the two brothers 
obtained a share. 


No. 3. Bhai Karam Singh 
dying after the establishment 
of the British Government in 
• Ludhiana and leaving no family, 
(Bhai Partab Singh of Kaithal 
succeeded to the estate. 


No. 3 P'irst the Bhai of Ksithal 
claimed the estate on the demise of 
Karam Singh in 1811, The claim was 
rejected and the widow of the deceased 
succeeded. She died in 18 9 and the 
estate wasannexed to Kaithal “as there 
appeared to be no certain rule in force 

to establish the right of any one of the 
claimants to the exclusion of the rest, 
as it was determined by the Br tish 
Government to adopt such an arrange¬ 
ment as may be recommended by the 
greatest degree of expediency «mited 
with the consideration of jtisiice". 


Clerk tQ November 30, 1830, B. N. 82, X. N. 180, 
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Examples given ky the Chiefs. 


No. 6. Rai Singh, the Sardar 
of Buria, dying childless, his 
cousin Bbagwan Singh succee¬ 
ded. 


No. 7. Sud Singh of Danaura 
died childless and was succee¬ 
ded in 1824 by his cousin Sahib 
Singh, an inhabitant of the 
Punjab living at Daulatpur 100 
Kos off, a proprietor of five 
wells. 


No. 8. Bhini Singh of Karera 
succeeded to his uncle Gaur 
Singh. 


No. 18 Punjab Singh of 
Thanesar was succeeded by his 
nephew, Jamiyat Singh. 


Clerk's remarks. 

No. 6. Rai Singh and Baz Singh 
held portions of the Chief ship of Buria • 
The first seceded from the management 
of his own portion during his life time 
in favour of his nephew Bhagwan 
Singh, who, accordingly on his uncle's 
death, succeeded to that portion aiso. 


No. 7. Sud Singh died in 1811 an 
his three widows made a partition of 
his estate. In 1824, the first died. 
Her husband's nephew came from his 
village in the Punjab and the Chicfship 
was conferred upon him. (There must 
have been good grounds for the 
measure which were not apparent to 
Clerk who was against the domination 
of the Northern Sikhs). 


No. 8. Bbim Singh of Karera was 
a petty Pattidar, under the British 
Government on their estate of 
Jftgadhari. His uncle Gaur Singh had 
adopted him previous to 1809. 


No. 18. In Punjab Singh’s portion 
of Thanesar his nephew Jamiyat Singh 
was not separate and so he became his 
heir. The other portion of Thanesar 
is in the possession of Jamiyat Singh's 
relations. But on his death in 1831, 
his Chiefship was considered to have 
escheated to the British Government. 
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Examples given by the Chiefs. 


Clerh’s remarks. 


No. 14. Himmat Singh of 
Shahabad was succeeded by 
Karam Singh, not related to 
him. 


Mo. t4 Karam Singh usurped the 
territory of the deceased Himat Singh 
to the exclusion of Anup Singh, the 
nephew of the latter and the usurpa¬ 
tion having occurred previous to 1809. 
Karam Singh’s sons continued Chiefs 
of Shahabad. 


Mo. 18. Sher Singh inherited 
the estate of his brother, 
Kharak Singh. 


Mo. 15. Karam Singh of Shahabad, 
the father of Kharak Singh, Sher Singh, 
Ranjit Singh and Kahan Singh, died 
in 1808 No partition of the estate 
was effected until Mr, Seaton, the 
Resident at Delhi, ordered one. On 
Kharak Singh’s death, his estate was, 
by the orders of the Government, 
devolved on bis brother Sher Singh. 
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APPENDIX 

to 

CHAPTER IV. 


The following were the other disputes : — 

(1) Diapate between the Raja of Hindur and the Singhpurla Chiefa. 


Writing to Prinsep in 1831, Clerk reported that he had received 
a letter from the Raja of Hindur or Nalagarh complaining of outrages 
committed by the Singhpuria Chiefs, who held certain villages in joint 
possession with him. The differences were of long standing. In the 
time of Murray also, there had been frequent disputes. Over these some 
twenty lives had been lost. Clerk believed that, in order to preserve 
the peace between the parties, it would be just and expedient to require 
of the Raja of Hindur, to dismantle a fort which he had erected on the 
‘Shamilat* villages. Moreover, he had not obtained permission of the 
British Government for building it and Clerk asked the Governor-General 
to authorise him to destroy the obnoxious building. * 


The Raja had been feeling much irritated as the Singhpuri of Chiefs 
were getting a share of the revenue from his ancestral possessions and 
were asserting equality with him. Clerk also felt it necessary to point 
out to the Siughpurias the futility of any hopes that they might have 
conceived that their protracted differences could ever '‘lead the Supreme 
Government to consider it expedient to alienate for their separate benefit 
any portion whatsoever of the Raja*s ancient territory". 


1. Clerk to Prmsep, September 30, 1831, B. K. 77, L. N. 84. 

Clerk oharaoteriaed the building of the fort as '‘moomatible with a ^eta 
which prescribes an adjustment of aU disputes between Independent Chiefs in 
these estates by means of the media tion of the British Oovefnment", 
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In reply, the Supreme Government authorised the razing of the 

fort. ^ 

(2) Dispute between Patiala and Bhadaur. 


Writing to Wade, at Ludhiana, in 1831, Clerk stated that the 
differences between the Raja of Patiala and the Bhadauris had threatened 
to assume a very serious shape which might have involved the subjects 
of Maharaja Ran jit Singh also in hostilities with the ruler of Patiala. * 
It seemed that an inquiry had been conducted under the orders of 
Murray, into the differences existing between the zamindars of Bhadaur 
and the Patiala State. The officers of Patiala, who had been deputed 
to Bhadaur for that purpose, were very nearly attacked by the Bhadauris 
and their allies, who were subjects of Lahore, numbering about fifteen 
hundred. Fortunately no actual disturbance ensued and they dispers e 
quietly on hearing that a superior force was marching from Patiala 
Clerk asked Wade to apprise the Lahore Vakil of this happening, so that 
their efforts should make such occurrences impossible. * 

(3) Disputes between the Baja of Patiala, Fateh Singh - Ahluwalia and 
the Jabbu Majra Sihke. ^ 

On October 7, 1832, ^ Clerk forwarded to Fraser copies of repre¬ 
sentations received in 1830, from Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and the Raja 
of Patiala in reply to a complaint made against them by the Sikhs of 
Jabbu Majra. This was in reply to the petitions made by Uttam Singh 


1. Prinsep to Clerk, October, 10, 1831, B. N. 31, L. N. 70. 

2. Clerk to Wade, August 28, 1831, B, N. 77, L. N. 68. 

3* Also, see Griffin's ^'Kajas of the Punjab", p. 268. 

4. Clerk to Fraser, October 7, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 66. 

Th4are were earlier disputes in the days of Mtirray. See B. N. 80, LL, K.'^ 63 and 
60, and N. 76; LL; N. 262 and 261. 
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Gurbaksh Singh, Fauja Singh and Gurdat Singh - the Jabbu Majra 

Sikhs.i 


It was on Decernb&r 1, 1832, ® that Fraser wrote a long despatch 
on their petitions. According to him, the late Resident had directed 
Murray to dismiss from Ambala the VakiJ of Uttam Singh and Gurbaksh 
Singh if these persons were the subjects of Patiala. Murray had not 
inquired into the truth of the claims advanced by Patiala and Fateh Singh 
Ahluwalia to the services of Uttam Singh and other share-holders in 
Jabbu Majra. There were two ‘‘Ikrar-namas^', one executed in favour of 
Patiala by Uttam Singh on May 13, 1831, and the other by Gurbaksh 
Singh, Fauja Singh and Gurdat Singh in favour of the Ahluwalia Sardar 
a few days later. * According to Fraser, dates of deeds and the 
circumstances under which they were said to have been obtained ought 
to have prevented them from being received as proofs of the justice of 
the claims urged by Patiala and Fateh Singh, who affirmed that Uttam 
Singh and others had all along been their military followers.^ This was 
such a material fact that they should have been called upon to substan¬ 
tiate it by producing evidence to show that such had actually been the 
case. There was no such evidence forth-coming Murray had made the 
mistake of taking for granted all that the agents of Patiala and Fateh 
Singh asserted and without any reason, assigned by him, acknowledged 
the right of these Chiefs to confine the petitioners, seize their property 
and exact from them stipulations contained in the “Ikrar-nama*'. The 

complaint of the petitioners was that the above document was extorted 

from them. Fraser did not believe that the docuoients had been executed 
by the peti ionersof their free will, as the conditions of service they had 
made and the giving away of more than half the revenue were so very 
unfair ; he was sure that the documents were not obtamed by fair means^ 


1. Fraser to Clerk, September 18, 1832, B. N. 32, L. N. 75. 

2. Fraser to Clerk, December 1* 1832, B. N 32, L. N. 112. 

3. Clerk had sent the copies of these documents and observed that Martid had 
dismissed their case, asking him to do the likewise. 


4. Fraser to Clerk, December 1. 1832, B*N. 32, L.K'. 112. 
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If Patiala and Fateh Singh Ahluwalia cx>iild havo proved that 
Uttam Singh and others had been their vassals before and since the time 
,when the Sikhs states were taken under British Protection, their right 
would not have been called in question. Fraser claimed that no such 
attempt had been made by either of the two Chiefs. 


The petitioners had charged the two Chiefs with having unlaw¬ 
fully encroached on iheir rights as share holders in Jabbu Majra and had 
appealed to Government against the unjust proceedings of those Chiefs^ 
Fraser concluded by saying: have no hesitation in saying that I do 

not consider these documents valid and that the petitioners are not 
bound to observe the stipulations contained in them, until the Chiefs of 
Patiala and Ahluwalia shall establieh what they have merely asserted 
that Uttam Singh, Gurbaksh Singh, Fauja Singh, Gurdat Singh were 
actually their Jagirdars, that is, held lands on service tenure at the time 
when Sir D. Ochterlony issued a proclamition guaranteeing in the name 
of tha British Government all the Sikhs Sardars in their possessions. 
I request that you will act on the opinion which I have just expressed 
and intimate it to all the parties concerned.*' ® 


Clerk dealt with the case of the Jabbu Majra Sikhs again in his 
communication of May 15, 1833. ® When Fraser ordered that compensa¬ 
tion should be paid to the Jabbu Majra Sikhs by the Chiefs of Patiala 
and Ahluwalia because the former were not the vassals of the latter, Clerk 
said that the contention of the Jabbu Majra Sikhs was that they had to 
sign the document denoting their fealty to Patiala when they were 
imprisoned at Patiala. That was not improbable ; but they had 
appealed to Fateh Singh Ahluwalia to interfere on their behalf and had 


1. The petitioners complained that the Chiefs had deprived them of their 
posaessions and plundered them of all the personal property for their refusal to 
acknowledge Patiala and Fateh Singh as their Chiefs who had no right to claim 
such superiority. 

♦ 

2* Fraser to Clerk, December 1, 1832, B.N. 32, L.K. 112. 

I. Clerk to Fraser, May 16, 1833, B,N. 79, L N. 38. 
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acknowledged in terms sufficiently explicit his right of supremacy and 
their obligation as vassals, and so the second document did not seem to 
Clerk to have been extorted by compulsory means ^ 


Two other documents were produced by the agent of Patiala^. 
One was an acknowledgment by the Jabbu Majra Sikhs of their Jagirdari, 
feudatory or dependent obligations, specifying the quota of the horses 
with which they were bound to serve by the conditions of their tenure. 
The date of the document was Sam bat 1 SSI or ‘'six j^ears prior to the 
date of that which is said to have been extorted from them while in 
confinement at Patiala.** The second document purported to be an 
acknowledgment on the part of Uttam Singh, Tauja Singh and Mussamat 
Bey Piyari of Jabbu Majra of the recovery of certain property which 
had been attached by the Raja of Patiala and Fateh Smgh Ahluwalia ; 
no allusion seemed to have been made to this document by the Jabbu 
Majra complainants in thrir statements to Fraser 


Again, on October 31, 1833, Clerk reported to Fraser his having 
received a petition of the Jabbu Majra Sikhs complaining of the conduct 
of Patiala * The agent of the state asserted that the complaint was false, 
but Clerk added that there was ample evidence to show “the gratuitous 
falsity of the Vakirs assertion.** 


Fraser addressed three more letters to Clerk on the grievances of 
the Jabbu Majra Sikhs. He seemed to have been convinced of the genuine¬ 
ness of their complaints, In the first letter, he asked Clerk why their 
property, taken away from them by the two Chiefs, had not been restored 
to them.3 In the second letter, he again drew his attention to the above 
order directing him to appeal to Patiala “to refrain from committing 


1. Clork to Fraser, May 16, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N. 38, 

2. Clerk to Fraser, October 31, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N 120« 

The complaints was that Patiala ruler had sent his horsemen to terrorise tliem. 


3, Fraser to Clerk, February 17, IS34, B.N. 34, L.N. 20. 
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further aggressions on the lands belonging to the complainants ; in the 
third, two Chiefs were asked once again to restore the plundered 
property,^ 

(4i Patiala and Hand Singh of Chamkoyan or Chandkoyan.* 

Nand Singh of Chamkoyan presented a petition to Government 
denying the overlordship of Patial i. The question ol Patiala's supremacy 
oyer these Sikhs was referred by Ochlerlony to certain Chiefs in 
1813 and Clerk was forwarding a copy of their reply which clearly 
showed that the Chandkoyans were not even then regarded by them 
“as independent of a superior lord" as had been wrongly asserted 
by Nand Singh. Except for the replies made by Gurdial Singh and 
Banga Singh, all the other replies were that these Sikhs were *'the Tabe- 
dars pr co-parceners with, and vassals, of the Patiala A few 

years later, '‘the violent and outrageous’’ conduct of these Sikhs drew 
upon them the displeasure of the British Government. Ochterlony with 
the approval of Government, placed them under the control of Kartm 
Singh of Patiala, before he had become the Raja in order to “avoid the 
extreme measure of subjecting the offenders to the misrule and caprice 
of the deranged Raja Sahib Singh" Clerk observed in conclusion that 
good relations had been existing for the previous twenty years between 
the Chandkoyans and Patiala.^ 


(5) Patiala and the Jhurruk zamlndars. 

The zamindars of Jhurruk complained against the conduct of the 


1. Fraser to Clerk, May 10, 1834, B.N. 34, L N. 34. 

Fraser to Clerk, May 17, 183 ', B.N. :;4, L.N. 3B. 

There is nothing more known about them. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, Decembers, 1832, B.N. 78, L.N. 81. 

3. Moonaghten forwarded to (^lerk the petition of Nand Singh asking him to 
submit his report (B.N. 32, L N. 72, September 12, 1832). Nand Fingh' had 

, • 4M8erted. that he had never been subject to the Patiala State, (B.N« 32, p. 255-66) 

• 

Nothing more could be found out about the case. 
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Raja of Patiala and Clerk was asked by Fraser to call for the explanation 
of the latter.^ The state authoritias afforded the explanation required 
by Fraser but, as Clerk declared, “after much delay and with considerable 
reluctance.** The reply contained a protest against the interference of 
the British Government between the Raja and his subjects. 


Clerk added that the Jhurruk zamindars had made a similar 
complaint to him before also, but he had advised them to make their 
complaints to the ruler direct. He observed : “lo have done more 
would have been to have estranged the rules prescribed by Government 
for the conduct of our relations with the Protecfed Sikh Chiefs and the 
pledge# we have given to observe these lules.** Further, be believed that 
the course which they were pursuing would annoy the Raja all the more; 
it was best that the interests of the zamindars should “be left to the dis¬ 
cretion of their legitimate rulers without the instrumentality of the 
British Government. * ^ 


One of the zamindars of Jhurruk complained to Fraser that he 
had not been given, protection by Clerk, when he fled to escape the 
tyninny of the Patiala Raja. * Clerk denied it, adding that" the people 
who used to fly from Patiala were given shelter ; the petitioner had not 
expressed any intention of remaining under British protection at 
Ambala. He only wanted an order from Clerk with the help of which 
he could be considered as a British subject by the Raja of Patiala and 


1. Clerk to Fraser, August 19, 1833, B.N. 70, L.N. 77. 

2. Ibid 

Clerk remaked **Whatever may have been the cause of Baja's dis-satisfact'on, 
the course they have adopted of complaining to the British authorities is, 
least, which for their own interests, it was prudent to have recourse to in order 
to conciliate the favourable regards of the ruler; Independent of our pledges 
to our native allies generally and to the Sikhs in particular, the first. claim 
and proper interests of their zamindars with s^ety be left to the discretion of 
their legitimate rulers..** 


3» Gerk to Fraser^ September 30a B^N. 79a 105. 
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his case decided in that light. Qerk told him that that could not be done 
unless he had ascertained the validity of his claim to be treated as a 
British subject; he wrote to Fraser that it would have meant “divesting 
the Raja of those rights of sovereignty which have been formally 
guaranteed to him by the British Government*'. ^ 

(6) Patiala, Kaithal and Mehar Singh of Jumba 

Clerk, writing to Fraser on October 10, 18)4,® reported the 
misconduct of Mehar Singh of Jumba whose violence had aroused 
indignation both at Patiala and Kaithal. He had made a ni«ht attack on 
the fort of Bhatinda, belonging to Patiala ; naturally the Raja had 
remonstrated against it. The Chiefs of Patiala and Kaithal had desisted 
from chastising him, unless they secured an authority from Government 
Clerk had sent repeated • injunctions to the Sardar but he had refused 
to come to Ambala. Under these circumstances Clerk felt that there was 
no hops reclaiming him by gentle means and therefore he had to suggest 
to Fraser that Patiala and Kaithal rulers should be permitted to coerce 
him. Detailing his activities. Clerk said that Mehar Singh had ravaged 
the territory in the vicinity of Jumba and plundered the merchants of 
Bikaner and Bahaw alpur. He was not prepared to mend his ways and had 
turned into a complete Akali, adopting the dress, habits and arms of 
that class of Sikhs. Both the Raja of Patiala and the Bhai of Kaithal 
had sent friendly deputations to him but he had not given up his 
unlawful habits. Clerk added that Mehar Singh had tried to secure 


1. The ca«e seems to be incomplete—at least there is nothing in subsequent 
correspondance of Clerk to help us- 

2. Clerk to Fraser, October 16, 1834, B.N. 80, L.N, 176 

Murray, writing to the Resident on may 4, 1826,^ had requested for his decision 
in the case of the claim advanced by Patiala to exercise authority over the Bhai 
of Jumba, (B.N. 73, L,N. 69). 

The reply of the Resident was that the Baja of Patiala had failed to establish 
hts claim and that the relations between the two were to remain the same 
Xf the ruler could produce evidence in his support, then the case would be 
decided in his favour (B.N. 26, L.N. 86). 

Clerk also" gave a brief biographical sketch of Mehar Singh. 
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help from others but he had adopted measures, with the assistance of 
Political Agent at Ludhiana and the Lahore authorities, to prevent any 
help from coming^to him. 


Mehar Singh had one grievance ^against the Raja of Patiala ; a 
village claimed by him and the Bhai of Arnowli, was aw rded by the 
Patiala ruler to the latter.^ The decision was just and had been 
approved by Clerk. So he had no adequate cause for adopting this violent 
course of action.* 

(7) Kaithal and Charat Singh of Dhansita. 

The property of Charat Singh of Dhonsita was confiscated by the 
Bhai of Kaithal and he appealed to the British Government. The 
Secretary at Agra asked Clerk 1o call upon the Chief of Kaithal to restore 
the confiscated property immediately. 


Fraser had got the impression that the Agent at Ambala had not 
been very attentive to the Dhansita Sikhs. Cierk s reply was to the 
following effect 


“I beg you to believe that it is from no w4nt of zeal in the 
discharge of duties of this office that 1 have not hitherto bestowed on 
the pretensions of feudatory or dependent Sikhs the same careful and 
unremitted attention, that is here devoted to the prevention of violence 
and the preservation of general tranquillity among the protected Sikhs 
Chieftains; but that my having hitherto abc>tained from interfering 


1. The dispute was in 1832 and the Kaja of Patiala was appointed as an arbiter 
with the consent of both the parties—the Bhai of Amowli and Mehar bingh. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, October 16, 1834, B.N. 79, L.N, 176. 

Mehar Singh fled to the territory of Maharaja Banjit Singh in order to escape 
the oonsequenoes of his violent action, and his potsessions passed in keeping of 
the Patiala Baja. (B.N. 35, p. 693). Later on. Clerk administered the Jumba 
territory. (B.N. 83, L.N. 172). 
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authoritatively between the Chieftains and their vassals, has risen solely 
from my desire to act in conformity to those opinions which I had. 
presumed of the Government to have formed of the best and proper mode 
of administering the affairs of these states ” Clerk then went on to say 
that his predecessors in office, in communication with the Residents at 
Delhi, had followed a consistent policy and its most important feature had 
been “the rejection of complaints against recognised Chieftains by their 
subj cts and vassals whether originally dependent or having become so 
through voluntary engagements-*'^ The vassals of the latter class, since 
the extension of British control, had been very eager to repudiate their 
engagement and assume a degree of independence which never belonged 
to lhem.2 

(8) Sardar Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and the Sardarni Sukhan. 

Prinsep, Secretary to the Governor-General, sent to Clerk the 
petition of Sardarni Sukhan, a widow of Sahib Singh, one of the 
feudatories of Fateh Singh Ahluwalia, asking him to report on the merits 
of the case for the information of the Right Honourable the Governor- 
General in Council, 


Clerk, replying on September 17, 1831, discussed her case.^ The 
Sardarni was claiming Basti. The Sardar had sent his confidential agent 
to Clerk to say that he was prepared to consider her case favourably. 
Four years earlier, she had been offered an annuity of one thousand 
rupees on condition of her residing in the Trans-Sutlej possessions of 
the Ahluwalia Sardar. Clerk wrote that there was nothing about her 


1. Clerk to Fraser, June 19, 1833, B.N. 48. L. N.48 

2. According to Clerk, such feudal vassals were always eager “to dis-embarrasa 
themselves of the obligations of an allegiance, incurred as the price of protection 
extended to them in of need,*’ 

3. Prinsep to Clerk, July 6, 1831, B.N. 31, L.N. 34. 

Petition of Sukhan, B.N. 31, p# 60-51. 

4 . Clerk to Prinsep, September 17, 1831, B.N. 77, L.N. 66. 
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claims in the records of the Agency at Ambala but some information 
was available from other documents ; he was of the opinion that there 
was no ground for Interference on the part of the British Government 
to redress her grievances. 

Clerk then proceeded to give a review of her case. The father 
of Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and Sardar Diwan Singh of Bisti married t,wo 
sisters. On Diwan Singh's death his widow selected Sahib Singh, the 
husband of Sardarni Sukhan, to manage her affars. At last she adopted 
him as her eon but he only ill-treated her. Basti was under the 
protection of the Maharaja before 18Q9, but it had been given to Sardar 
Fateh Singh Ahluwalia.^ When the Sikh state came under British 
protection, Sahib Singh was in possession of the Taaluq, which he held 
on a feudal tenure of Sardar Fateh Singh, his over-lord. This was 
shown in documents which contained the decisions of Oohterlony, 

Thus Sahib Singh continued till 1817, when on the plea of 
''mis-management, irregularities and contumacy." Fateh Singh sent 
accross a force and after conquering Basti bad Sahib Singh^ and family 
conveyed prisoners. They were confined in a fort for seven years. It 
was just at that time that Sardar Fateh Singh, having offended the 
Raja of Lahore* and hoping to be saved from punishment through the 
mediation of the British Government, became appprehensive of any 
complaints being brought against him which might tend to deprive him of 
its countenance. With this view he was said to have seat an order to have 
his prisoners secretly assassinated. This order was intercepted by the 
officials of Ranjlt Singh who ordered their release ; on the day following 
his release he fell from his horse and died, A petition had been presented 


1. Clerk to Prinsep, September 16, 1831, B. N. 77, L.N. 65. 

2. Sahib Singh presented a petition in 1818 to Captain Birch, alleging that he 
had been imprUoned and deprived of bis possessions (B.N. 81, t.N. 24, August 
25,1818). 

8. The AhluwaUa Sardar fled to Jagadhari in 1825 in order to escape tlie wrath of 
Banjit Smgh (Elliot to Murray, December 28, 1825, B.N. 25, L.N. 187)* , : 
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to Ochterlony on behalf of Sahib Singh but it had been decided that^ 
la consequence of his having been subject to Fateh Singh previous to 
1839, his release or continued captivity rested at the discretion of the 

Ahluwalia Sardar. 


Clerk wrote that the case of the Sardarni was pitiable in the 
extreme. His predecessor, Murray, had secured for her a provision of 
four hundred rupees a year but she had refused to accept it. Her claim 
on Basti could not be supported by Government. At the persuasion of 
Clerk, Fateh Singh was willing to give her eight hundred rupees a year, 
provided she resided on any of the lands of the Sardar situated within 
the British influence. The Political Agent proposed Naraingarh, situated 
within thirty miles of Ambala, as the proper place for her residence and 
twas of the opinion that the Governor-General should advise her to accept 
he offer.^ 


Prinsep conveyed the sentiments of the Governor*GeneraL* 
After condemnning the outrage on Sahib Singh, the Governor-General 
felt that the least that Fateh Singh could do was to make a provision 
for Sukhan. The sum of eight hundred rupees per annum was thought 
to be suffleient by the Governor-General who was of the view that, in 
Older to assist her in the payment of her debts, the Sardarni was entitled 
to the arrears of the allowance from the time of Sahib Singh’s death. 


1. Clerk to Prinsep, September 16, 1831 B.N. 77, L.N. 65 Sukhan had presented a 
petition in the time of Murray also, (B N. 28, L.N. 93, April 26, 1828). 

t. Prinsep to Clerk, September 28, 1831, B.N. 31, L.N.64. 

The order wae as follows ;— 

**Fateh Singh Ahluwalia by collecting on the frontier side of the Sutlej the 
force with which he made prisoner Saliib Singh and his wife and by bringing 
into the protected territory to commit the act of violence, brought himself 

Jttslty under the cognizance of the British Government.as an atonement of 

kii unjustifiable proceedings he shall make a fit provision for the widow of the 
dooeaood...) 
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Clerk addressed another letter to jPriosep on October 1S» 1831* 
on the afeirs of Sukhan,^ Fateh Singh was ready to give her a higher 
allowance, if Government so desired, but he was not prepared to be 
responsible for her debts. Clerk said Sardar Fateh Singh had expressed 
his surprise that Sukhan was not feeling satisfied with the proposed 
maintenance, though the principal widow of Sahib Singh was content 
with maintenance granted to her by the Sardar.^ Prinsep, in reply* 
conveyed the orders of the Governor-General, who could not understand 
"why the Ahluwalia Chief refuses to alhw the provision he offers the 
widow of Sardar Sahib Singh of Bassi to have retrospective effect from the 
date of the Sardar’s death, as he has admitted that the widow has claims 
on him by voluntarily offering to provide for her and this claim was the 
same at the time of the Sardar's death as it is now."® 


(9) Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and Maba Singb Barogia. 

There were two petitions-one from Maha Singh and the other 

from his motlnr against Fateh Singh Ahluwalia.® About the larter, Qerk 
said that she hid been given a provision of five villages after the sequest* 
ration of Maha Singh’s share, but she had declined to reside in them. She 
persisted in living at Ambala and complaning of the conduct of Fateh 
Singh. Clerk recommended that the Sardar should attach her villages 
for two or three *‘Fassals", until she might become sensible of her duty as 
his vassal. Clerk also sent a Chaprasi of the Agency asking her to return 
to her estate. 


1. Clerk to Prinsop, B.N, 77, L.N. 94. . • 

2. Sardarni Sukhan was originally the widow of a Sawar but was married by 
*Karewa' to Sahib Singh. According to Clerk, this form of marriage was not 
esteemed by the caste—Kallal—of Sardar Fateh Singb. 

3. Prinsop to Clerk, November 11,1831, B.N. 31, L N. 86, 

No further information is available about the case from Clerk’e despatebee, 

4. Clerk to Fraser, September 24, 1832, B.N. 78, L.N. 60, 

... (Conlinu^ t>h next iwige ) 
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In Murray's time^TMaha Singh sent an agent to the Governor* 
General, who, after bearing the case in June, 1831, dismissed him.* 
Earlier, the Resident at Delhi, had addressed the same officer, ''directing 
that Maha Singh should be informed that no direct intercourse could be 
had,with him from the Residency and that he must be l*ift to make such 
arrangements as he can with Sardar Fateh Singh Ahluwalia, his Chief**,* 
In 1833, Clerk once again referred his case to Government,* and forwarded 
two extracts from the^former Residents at Delhi, but the view of Govern- 
m^iit remained unchanged. 


(10) Fateh Singh Ahluwalia and Gulab Singh and Karam Singh of Aehnair. 

Gulab Singh and Karam Singh presented a petition calling them 
selves “Sardars**, and being independent of the control of Fateh Singh*. 
The Sardar sen t his confidential agent to wait on Clerk; he brought 
several document s to show them to the Political Agent. They coni^isted 
principally of orders from the British authorities to the Ahluwalia Chief 


In 1826, Government had passed orders confirming the supremacy of Fateh 
Singh over Maha Singh. (B.N. 26, LL.N. 119 and 168, August 1 and November 
13, 1825, and Metcalfe to Murray, February 17,1821, B.N. 26, LN. 30.) The 
relations between the two had been strained for a long time. 

Also see, Murray to Colebrooke, October 16, 1827, B N. 74, L.N. 173. ♦ 

1. Murray had observed ; “From June 1826 to May 1828* every effort was exerted 
to reclaim Maha Singh to sense of duty he owed to his superior and when 
admomtion failed, ejection followed.” 

(B.N. 77, L N. 47 June 22, 1831). 

2. Clerk to Fraser, November 11, 1832, B.N. 78. L.N. 76. 

Metcalfe to Murray, February 17, 1826, B.N. 26, L.N. 30. 

His supremacy had been described as unquestionable. See, B.N. 25, L.N. 168, 
B.N. 27, L.N. 256 and B.N. 28, L.N. 188. 

3. Clerk to Fraser, August 2, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N« 63, and p. 75-76. 

4. Murray to Hawkins, June 29, 1830, B.N. 76 L.N. 262. 

Fraser to Clerk, September 26, 1832, B.N. 32, L.N. 82. 

Clerk to Fraser, November 8,1832, B.N. 78, L.N. 75. 

Muiray had tried to bring a reeoooiliatieit between the two partiee- (Murray to 
Hawkin., August 18,1830, B.N. 70, j:.,N. 291). 
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to control the Achnair Sardars^ who were declared his vassals; there were 
certain others showing the steps which Fateh Singh took in order to demand 
satisfication from them, when a Sardar, Rattan Singh Burewala, comp 
lained of an outrage committed by the Achnair Sardars. Clerk wrote to 
Fraser again on May 1833, about their complaints.^ Meanwhile, Fraser had 
directed that the Ahluwalia Sardar should place them in possession of the 
village of Achnair and three other villages, which had been given to their 
sons by alleged deeds of partition. Clerk added that the agent of Fateh 
Sirgh had presented copies of these deeds of partition; they had been 
'‘proposed by arbitrators, agreed to by fathers and sons and drawn up by 
the Munshi of the complaints". The agent of the Ahluwalia Sardar 
asserted that the petitioners — Gulab Singh and Karam Singh—had been 
in possession of the shares allotted to, and accepted by, them, and thus had 
acquiesced in the partitions - a position not accepted by the complianants. 

On June 26, 1833 Clerk reported that the two Sardars of Achnair 
had denied partition between themselves and their sons®. As he pointed out, 
this statement was difficult to reconcile with an original deed of partition 
which bore no appearance of being mediated by Fateh Singh. The docu¬ 
ment was subscribed by a Vakil on the part of Achnair Sikhs, bore the 
seal of the parties and was countersigned by Birch,® The complaints 
pleaded ignorance of Persian language but it was strange that all their 
representations, as Clerk observed, were drawn up in that language.* 


1, Clerk to Fraser, B.N. 79, L.N. 40, 

2. Clerk to Fraser, B.N. 79, L.N. 51 * 

S. Metcalfe pointed out in his report that the deed had been signed by Murray 
and not by Birch. (BJir.35. p. 380-83). 

4. Clerk also submitted an abstract of proceedings (p. 56-69) relative to the Achnair 
Blkhs from 1812-26, which showed that Ochterlony had addressed the Ahluwalia 
Sardar on a complaint against them by Rattan Singh Burewala in 181 i ; in 1819 
Birch wrote to Fateh Singh to adjust the above complaint; in April 1822, 
Ross said that Achnair was in the Misal of Fateh Singh ; in 1826, Murray made 
inquiries about the dispute between Rattan Singh and Achnair Sardars in 
which the latter were helped by a force sent by Fateh Singh Ahluwalia* 
(BN. 79, L.N. 44). 
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On December 3, 1833, ^ Clerk wrote that the agent of Sardar 
Fateh Singh had expressed a desire on the part of his master to request 
Fraser ‘Uo submit to the notice of Government his pretens on to 
supremacy”. Metcalfe, in a letter of November 30, 1835, admitted the 
supremacy of the Ahluwalia Chief on Karam Singh and Gulab Singh but 
invited the opinion of Clerk about the dispute between them and their 
sons.* He was of the opinion that the past inquiry had not been 
satisfactory and many points had been either ov’^erlooked or imperfectly 
investigated. He also asked Clerk to give him his opinion abDut the 
authenticity of the deeds of partition.® 


1. Clerk to Fraser, December 3, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N. 153. 

Metcalfe to Clerk, November 30, 1835, B.N. 36, L.N, 82, 

3. Metcalfe forwarded tbroe deeds of partition :— 

(a) between Gulab Singh bis sons—Bbup Singh and Dip Singh ; it was without 
date and unatiested. 

(b) between Karam Singh and his son Basant Singh, dated Biisakh 25, 1877, 

It was attested by Karam Singh and seven other witnesses, 

(c) between Gulab Singh and bis nephow Basant Singh, datod Sambat 1881. 
Gulab Singh declared it a forgery although it bore the impression of his two 
seals, a view with which Clerk agreed (B.N. 79, p. 58), Metcalfe pointed out 
that this was the deed of partition referred to by Fraser, who drew conclusion 
from the suspicious nature of the assignments “tending to invalidate the 
rights of the nephew to possess it.” 

Clerk was also asked, if the deeds were authentic, the causes which “led to the 
partial annulment of the first by the execution of the third.” 

It was in October 1837 that Metcalfe once again took up the question by 
submitting a report about the claims of Gulab Singh, His claims were two 
fold: (a) to be absolved from the allegianoe to the Ahluwalia Chief, 

and (b) to be reinstated in certain portion of his hereditary estate now 
in the possession of his sons. As regards the first, Gulab Singh denied that 
either he or his ancestors were ever connected with that Chief as Missaldars 
or party men, a point which Murray had admitted to have been true- The 
facts supporting the supremacy of Ahluwalia were (1) the grant made by 
(Continued on next page ) 
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(li) Fateh Sinch Ahluwalla and Atal Singh. 

A serious outrage was committed on a British officer in the lands 


his grand'father Jassa Singh of some villages to Quiab Singh’s grand-father by 
which the grantee became a vassal and (2) a decision of Ochterlony (November 
S', 1816, to eject Gulab Singh from certain lands belonging to another Sardrr 
In refutation of the first point, Gulab Singh submitted a paper without date 
bearing the seals of 31 Sardars purporting that the villages had been in possession 
of his family for 70 years and that be had never been a vassal or dependent of 
the Ahluwalia Chiefs; this paper was never brought to the notice of the Poltical 
Agents. In regard to the second, Gulab Singh had raised no objection, more¬ 
over on November 16,1819, a letter was addressed by Birch to the Ahluwalia 
Sardar in which Gulab Singh had been described as “obedient” to Fateh Singh 
and calling upon the Chief to settle the dispute. Ihere was no doubt of validity. 
In April 1822, Ross had passed an order in which the Achuair Kotla was declar¬ 
ed to bo held by the Sikhs in the Ahluwalia Misal. Moreover, Karam Singh, Gulab 

Singh’s brother, had -voluntarily acknowledged the vassalage of former days," 

Metcalfe reminded the Secretary at Agra of the injunctions of Government 
prohibiting any intorforenoo between acknowledged Chiefs and their subjects, 
adding ; “I am of opinion that the case is not properly cognizable by us. ’ If 

this be thought erroneous. Metcalfe was of the view that it would be necessary 

to resume the investigation almost -de novo’ further, Gulab Singh must be called 
upon to substantiate by evidence his hereditary tenure and indepenlence while 
the Ahluwalla Sardar should show the grant of his ancestor Jassa Smgh, under 


tvhioh the estates were held. 


About the second article of the dispute, it was declared by Gulab Singh that 
the division in question had been mode in opposition to his wishes while, on the 

other side, it had been said that it was Gulab Singli’s voluntary act, the deed 

being registered in Political Agent’s office at Ambalo, In reply, Gulab Singh 
called the deed a forgery, “a plea easily advanced and equaUy capable of proof 
or otherwise by the examination of all the parties eonoemed”. Metcalfe also 

referred to Clerk’s letter of June 26. 1833 and did not agree with Fraser’s view 

that the deed was a forgery. On the other hand *he deed of partition, havmg 
been registered and authenticated by Murray was declared viU.d by him, ai. 
though he added that the point at issue was "susceptible offurtJ .er confirmation 


He th \38 confirmed Clerk’s conclusion 

The Secretary at Agra conveyd the approval of the Lieutenant 

sentiments expressed by Metcalfe that the case was not cogni* 

ment, and thus no interference or investigation in the matter wi 
Metcalfe to Clerk, October 31, 1837, B N. 37, L.N 106. 

Metcalfe to Hamilton. „ 9. .. »■ p,380-83. 

Hamilton to Metcalfe, ,, 21, •» »• p.384. 


Governor in the 
ble by Covern- 
I pecoBsary* 
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of Atal Singh, one of vassals of Fateh Singh; the latter sent a part of his 
horsemen to the village of the former to chastise him .' He represented his 
case to the Agent, Governor-General, at Delhi who issued instructions to 
Clerk to see that horsemen were withdrawn. 

This brought a protest from Clerk who was of the view that Atal 
Singh deserved to be severely punished and ''not that he should be 
allowed to evade even the restraint of a few horsemen placed in his villaga 
by his Chief, Fateh Singh, in consequence of his having so mis-conducted 
himself/' Talking of Fateh Singh's feudal rights, Clerk said that bis 
surpremacy over Atal Singh and his village had never been questioned 
for the last twenty.five years; on the contrary, he had received the most 
explicit and written assurance that no interference would be exercised 
with his rights of sovereignty. Clerk then went on to observe that the 
vassa’s like Atal Singh should be discouraged from resorting to Delhi, 
otherwise the Chiefs would not be able to control their excesses.* After 


1 . Clerk to Fraeer, August 6, 1834, B.N 80, L.N. 115. 

Clerk had sent the Tehsildar of Ambala to make inquiries into the outrage but 
he was fired upon by Atal Singh when engaged in this task. 

In an earlier letter of Jone 24, 1834, Clerk had given the details. The victim waP 
one O’Brien and the village was Bukri. At the orders of Clerk, the Ahluwalia 
Chief was allowed to station a Bastuck, until Atal Singh should •‘explain his 
contumacious conduct and declare or exert hanself to trace the perpetrators of 
the outarge'*. (B.N 80, L.N7^). Fraser thought that nothing hctd been established 
againtt Atal Singh, and therefore, the people placed in his village should be 
withdrawn. 

Fraser to Clerk, July 16, 1834, B.N. 34. p.307 

2. Clerk to Fraser, August 6, 1834, B N, 80, L.N. 115. 

Clerk thus explained his attitude: “-if an offending party in the positioA of 

Atal Singh be enabled—to procure an order annulling every measure of restraint 
whioli his recognised Chief may have recourse to, the system, which has hitherto 
been pursued and which is founded on the assurances given to Protected Sikh 
Chiefs, must be entirely subverted. If this principle of forbearance towards the 
Chiefs is lost sight of, the first effect must be to render them less intent on 
oontroUing the excesses of|their vassals. They will rather be promoted to conciliate 
them by relaxing these restraints by means of which the petty Sikh proprietors 
in inferior grades are in a great measure prevented from engaging in feuds and 
the turbulent ^prosecution of their enmities. They would in every instance 
abuse the remissness by committing the greatest excesses”. 



[ 466 ] 


having committed excesses, they, like Atal Singh, would repair to Delhi, 
and try to evade punishment by adapting the course ho had adopted. By 
putting forward the plea of independence, Atal Singh had gained time 
which must elapse in discussion of his pretension5 and tho original case 
against him must be kept pending. 


The contention of Atal Singh that his father had been independent 
sounded a little incredible as Clerk argued, a Sikh of limited 
resources could not have maintained his independence during all the 
anarchy which prevailed in these states previous to their being received 
under British protection.^ Morover, Fateh Singh was prepared, by every 
proof •— oral and documentary — to substantiate his claim over Bukri, 
the village of Atal Singh. Clerk, therefore, asserted that it would be 
unfair **towards Fateh Singh were he to be required to renounce his 
authority over any place in which the British Government have never yet 
questioned his rights on the more allegation of its Sikh proprietor, 
unsupported by any sort of proof whatever". It would prove very 
mortifying, if not degrading to tha Sardar, to be ejected from a village the 
coercion of which arose out of an attack on a British Officer. Therefore, 
Clerk recommended the dismissal of I'Atal Singh from Delhi, Fraser 
was of the opinion that there was nothing against Atal Singh except the 
''firing of a matchlock under the supposition" that servants of the 
Ahluwalia Cheif were approaching the village. He advised Clerk to make 
full enquiries and if Atal Singh were proved culpable he might be fined 
and remarked: "I cannot perceive that there are good grounds for 
allowing him to be harassed and ruined by the Ahluwalia people who have 
been drawn down upon him by .us and the question of Atal Singh's 
relation to the Chief is one which must be determined separately; it were 
unjust to act as if the disputed point was a settled one or to permit matters 
to take a turn that will ruin him before it is settled." ® 


1. Clerk to Fraser, August 6, 1834, B.N, 80, L.N. 115. 

2. Fraser to clerk, October 4, 1S34, B.N.34, p,397. 
Nothing further could be ascertained about the case, 
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(12) Dispute between Sardar Ajit Singh Ladwa and the Sardars of 
Lllokherl. 

The estate of Lilokheri, possessed by Rattan Singh, was claimed 
as a fief by Sardar Ajit Singh.^ In March 1829, Murray had allowed 
him to apportion the estate to the two sons of Rattan Singh "in the mode 
presented by the Sikh usagt*\2 Thus the right of the Ladwa Sardar on 
Lilokheri had been admitted by Murray, but he ‘had no other grounds for 
supposing Rattan Singh of Lilokheri to have been a Jagirdar than on the 
assertion to this effect hazarded by Ajit Singh"; Clerk felt that the 
Sardar had no right to allege any such thing. The term ‘Jagirdar* could 
not have been applied to Rattan Singh but by the oversight 
of Murray. Clerk said that he himself would have kept quiet but for 
the injustice of award of Ajit Singh by which he had tried to benefit 
the younger son to the prejudice of the elder.® 


Rattan Singh was a Missaldar and his name was to be found in 
the list submitted by the Ladwa Chief in 1817, His righfs were different 
from those of a Jagirdar or a person holding land on condition of service. 
But a Missaldar was one who had similar rights of independence and 
jurisdiction, only over a lejs extended field, with the head of his Missal. 


1 . Clerk to Fraser, April 10, 1832, B.N. 78, L.N. 17. 

2. Murray had remarked: ‘‘Since you writo that he in a Jagirdar,of yours, whatever 
arrangement you will make will bo proper”. 

3. Clerk obsarv^e 1: “-1 should my.^olf also have procoodod in the same way, so 

long as the right ol’tbo inlioritora wore not oiibragv>d, I w^uld, as my predecessor 
soems to have intended, to have tacitly admitted tlio control of Ladwa but 
1 would meet the abuse of that control as I have presumed to do by protecting 
with the authority of this offioe the rights of Chiefs of this grade which have 
been respected by the British Government since its first connection with these 
states”. 

Clerk said that the Ladwa Chief, having obtained under Murray’s hand an admi¬ 
ssion of Lilbkheri being one of his Jagirs, recommended the younger son in 
preference to the elder one, as the former had won h's favour. Bottan Singh 
also left a will by which ho gave to the younger son a portion double of the elder 
one’s share, but Rattan Singh’s will according to Clerk, w^as invalid as he ha 
inherited Lilokeri and not acquired it. 



[467 ] 


Clerk went on tj say that the control over Missaldars eiTtercised 
by the Chiels like Ladwa should be consistent with the 
maintenance of their due rights and that it was Government's duty to 
safeguard those rights and privileges which had been guaranteed to 
them * in this case. Clerk thought that the control of the Ladwa Chief 
was not based on any just principles of law, equity or usage, ® 


On November 24, 1832, Clerk forwarded to Fraser copies of 
statements submitted by Mehtab Singh and Nirbhai Singh, two sons of 

Rattan Singh of Lilokheri, on the subject of Ajit Singh's claim on them 
for fealty, » 


- he Ladwa Chief had presmted a cjpy of a document, relating 
to this question, to the Agent, Governor-General at Delhi; the above 
statements were in reply to that document. Strangely enough, the 
docum'^nt bore the signatures am^ng others of a Chaprasi of the Ambala 
Agency, lately, dismissed by Clerk, for misconduct and of three or four 
Ambala Vakils who existed only ** in the mind of the fabarictor". 


1. Clerk to Fraaer, April 10, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 17. 

Clerk remarked: “I would be the last to lose sight of the principle which has 
been frequently acted on since the Sikhs came under the British Protection, 
of referring the disputes of persons enjoying even the superior rights of the 
Missaldars to the arbitration and control of a loading Chief situated with 
reg£urd to them as Ladwa is to Lilokheri in every possible case consistent 
with maintenance of their due rights and while we occasionaly relinquish to a 
leading Sardar the just arrangement of differences of others loss powerful, we 
could not with any regard to consistency and fair dealings towards those, who 
have been regarded as substantive Chiefs and as thus having their rights 
protected by the British Government concede to another an unconditional 
control of these rights”* 

2. In this connection. Clerk remarked: “Ajit Singh has entirely estranged from 

himself nearly every original Ladwa Missaldar.all these.have long since 

renounced all connection with the house, solely for want of that conciliatory 
spirit on hia part which under British protection can alone attach a Missaldar 
to a Sikh of superior resources”. (B. N. 78, L. N. 17), 


S. Clerk to Fraser, November 24, 1832, B. N. 78, L. N. 79. 
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The reason of not transmitting the statements earlier was that Mehtab 

Singh and Nirbhai Singh had expressed a desire to repair to Delhi and 
state their case before Fraser in the presence of A jit Singh or his 
agents. * 

13. Gulab Singh Shahid and the Subga Sikhs. 

The village of Subga was oocdpied by Gulab Singh Shahid “on 
the plea of connivance of its Sikh occupants in robbery and disorder*'. • 
Surmukh Singh and Gurmukh Singh, the nephews of Sahib Singh, the 
last male possessor of the village, put forward their claims. 


Tracing the earlier history of the village. Clerk observed that 
Jodh Singh Kalsi had filed certain papers relating to it before Ochterlony 
in 1813 complaining of an expected attack on the village by Bhanga 
Singh of Thanesar. Ochterlony asked Bhanga Singh to desist. No 
representation was received from Gulab Singh Shahid nor any reference 
made to him. On October 2, 1817, the Shahid submitted a paper of 
request, demanding the permission of Ochterlony to coerce the Sikhs of 
Subga, But no notice was taken of this request. There were 
no further proceeding till 1827. ^ 


Subga was possessed by Sahib Singh from 1812 to 1824. After 
his death, his widow, Mai Nurman, inherited it; at her death, Gulab 


1 . Fraser, in a csmmunication of December 4, bad asked Clerk to direct Ajit Singh 
to produce all evidence in support of his claim (B.N. .32, L.N. 131). 

Nothing more is known about the case. 

2. Clerk to Fraser, August 29, 1833, B. N. 79. L. N. 79, 

The Subga Sikhs complained of the destruction of their village by Gulab Singh 
Shahid but he said that the demolition was not carried further than authorised by 
Murray. 

Clerk to Fraser, October 31, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 127. 

3. Clerk to Fraser, August 29, 1883, B, N, 79, L. N. 79. 
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Singh Shahid claimed it.^ He said that the 'nazrana' of the village was 
paid through him to Monsier Louis and to Diwan Mokham Chand of 
Lahore, Also in a case of the village, the thieves were to be delivered 
to Gulab Singh, who was also called upon to make good the value of 
the lost property. Then there was a letter to Shahid in which he was 
directed to punish the village in any way he might think proper ; the 
Shahid replied that he had expelled the Sikhs, who were not the legal 
heirs of the Mai, The proceedings of Shahid had been approved by 
Murray. * 


Mai Nurman had given one half of the village to Fateh Singh, 
the son of her deceased daughter ; the other half was given in equal 
proportion to her two brothers—-Sarup Singh and Sahib Singh. The 
latter were dead but their respective sons Bir Singh and Hazura Singh 
were holding half the village. The other claimants were Gurmukh Singh 
and Surmukh Singh, the petitioners. ® 


Clerk was of the view that the whole case had been artfully 
prepared by Gulab Singh Shahid and added that if Fraser agreed with him 
that the Sardar had not established his claim, then it was necessary to 
consider the claims of the petitioners and also of Fateh Singh and others 
who had been ejected by Gulab Singh. At first. Shahid denied^he 
act of partition, arranged by Mai Nurman, but Clerk took the disposition 
of the Patwaris who testified to it. * Clerk had also one document 


1. There was another claimant also—Oya Singh of Tungoro, another Shahid 
Pattidar, who had tried to annex it at Mai Nurman’s death, 

2. Murray to Wade, June, 29, 1931,. B. N. 77, L. N, 43. 

Clerk to Fraser, August 29, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 79. 

3. The petitoners admitted that their father, Jajja Singh, had no land in acquiring 
Subga nor did he possess any portion of it with his brother Sahib Singh but they 
put forward their claims as the heirs of their uncle. Sahib Singh, who had left no 
male children to inherit his property. 


4. Clerk to Fraser, August 29, 1833, B, N. 79, L, N, 79. 
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oorrobarating the statement of the partition of the Tillage during the 
life-time of the Mai. Later on the Shahid contended that the partition 
was illegal and that he, as superior lord, had the right of resuming the 
village as an escheat. He also denied the claims advanced by Siitmukh 
Singh and Garmukh Singh, the nephews of Sahib Singh, on the ground 

that Subga was not an ancestral property of Sahib Singh but self- 
acquired and that they had always lived in the Punjab, separate from 
their uncle and his widow, and thus had no right to interfere to the 
prejudice of his (the Shahid’s) claims. ^ 


It was only in 1838 that Metcalfe, who had succeeded Fraser as 
the Agent at Delhi, dealt with the case. * He thought that Gulab Singh 
Shahid had no right to resume Subga. The order of Murra5C, regarding 
the recovery of stolen property, could not be held to have authorised 
the sequestration of an estate to which the Chief had no other legal title. 
According to Metcalfe, his tenure was invalid and he must be compelled 
to resign posseseion and to refund whatever revenues or property he 
may illegally have appropriated to himself. About the division of the 
village, Metcalfe ordered that one-half should belong, as heretofore, to 
Fateh Singh while the other half was to be equally divided between Bir 
Singh and Hazura Singh. He rejected the claims of Surmukh Singh and 
Qfcrmukh Singh, the nephews of Sahib Singh. 


The decision came as an unpleasant surprise to Gulab Singh who 
wanted te send an agent to Delhi to explain his point of view to Metcalfe 
Writing in August,^ Clerk reported that Gulab Singh Shahid had come 


1 . Clerk to Fraser, August 29, 1833, B*N. 79, L.N. 79- 

bid. But Clork cited the case of Sahib Singh of Danaura who was allowed to 
inherit the estate after the death of Kaj Kanwar, the widow of the Sardaj of 
Danaura, in 1823, as he was the nephew of the Sardar, though he lived to 
the north of the Sutlej. 

Bee, Elliott to Murray, February 16, 1824, B. N. 24, L. N. 30. 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, June 23, 1838, B. N. 38, L.N. 30. 

8 . Clerk to Metcalfe, August 23, 1838, B. N. 83, L. N. 81. 
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personally to Ambala for purpose. As Clerk pointed out, the Sardar 
wanted to send hij Vakil to Delhi as the Subga Sikhs were also going 
there. But he told the Sardar that he had not heard anything from the 
Subga Sikh and, therefore, saw no necessity of his deputing any agent. 
Thus bis Vakil could not be present at the investigation held by Metcalfe 
in the case^. The reply of the Agent at Delhi was that his decision was 
formed after a very careful review of the case, that he saw no grounds 
for revising the same and that the Sardar was to b assured that the 
absence of the Vakil hud in no way been injurious to his interest.* 


On February 9, 1840, Clerk once more addressed Metcalfe on 
behalf of Gulab Singh.* The Sardar pleaded thit h'5 had possessed 
himself of Subga in c mformity with the permission of Murray; Clerk said 
that that was quite true. If Metcalf should adhere to his decision, he 
might think of remitting to the Shahid the revenues that he had realised 
when he was accepted as the over-lord of the village*. 

(14) Gopal Siogh Singhpuria and Bahadur Singh. 

A petition was presented by Bahadur Singh of Phaggu Majra, a 


1. Clrk reminded the Sardar that all h's arguments had been heard by liim previous 
to his reporting tho case in August, 1833,* 

2. Metcalfe to Clerk, August 29, 1838, B. N. 38, L. N. 56. 

3. Clerk to Metcalfe, February 9, 1840, B. N. 83, L. N. 137. 

4. Ibid 

Clerk remarked : ‘‘Should you adhere to your determination of restoring Subga 
to Fateh Singh, Hazura Singh and Bir Siogh, you may perhaps think that the 
Shahid has, in consideration of the said sanction of my predecessor to his 

appropriation of the estatd.. a claim to the remission of that part of your 

decision of June 23, 1838, which requires him now to restore to the. claimante 
all the revenues realised in the intervar*. 


ITothing more is khown about the case. 
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Jagirdar holding land in fief of Sardar Gopal Singh Singhpuria.^ Clerk 
put questions to Sardar Jodh Singh, another Jagirdar of the same Chief, 
about the points in the petition and came to the conclusion that his 
petition was groundless and requested Fraser to direct the petitioner to 
satisfy the just claims of the Singhpuria Chief. 


(15) Gopal Singh Singhpuria and Jossa Singh of Baidwan. 

The Singhpuria Chief presented a petition lo Government praying 
to have restored to him his share in the village of Chaudiala which had been 
conferred on Jassa Singh of Baidwan, with the sanction of Government, 
in satisfaction of an outrage committed by the retainers of the petitioner 
in which a dependent of the Baidwan Chief had been killed.® Clerk said 
that he had referred the question to various Chiefs at whose suggestion 
Ross had recommended the forfeiture of Singhpuria's portion of 
Chaudiala. 


Clerk paid a tribute to the character borne by the Singhpuria 
Chiefs: their conduct towards their neighbours had been riiost 

examplary; that point should go in favour of the petitioner. ® Further, 
a sum of money was to be paid to the Baidwan proprietors for the 
improvement they had made. 


1 . Clerk to Fraser, August 12, 1833, B. N. 79, L. N. 74. 

Bahadur Singh had appealed to the British Government to substitute some 
amount of grain and forty rupees per year for his claim of four-horse share. 


2. Metcalfe to Clerk, January 13, 1836, B. N. 36, L. N. 3. 


Bushby to Metcalfe, ,, 2, „ 

Clerk to Metcalfe, March 8, „ 

Metcalfe to Clerk, »» 

Scott to Metcalfe, February 27, „ 


.. P. 16. 

B. N. 82, L. N. 34. 
B. N. 86, P. 74. 

„ P. 76. 


It has been confiscated in 1822 on account of murder of one Mustan Singh. 

3. Clerk said that their co-parcenery relations with the Raja of Nalagarh were not 
very cordiab inspite of it; the Singhpuria Chiefs were highly spoken of. 
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Metcalfe^ in a letter of April 14, 1836, referred Clerk to a despatch 
of the Secretary at Agra which declared that Gopal Singh Singhpuria 
was to be given his share in Chaudiala » But on June 17, 1837, Clerk 
acknowledged the receipt of a petition from the Singhpuria Chief 
complaining of the non-fulfilment of that order.* Explaining the cause 
of the delay. Clerk said that he could not prevail on the Baidwan Chiefs 
to accept any money compensation for the improvements made in the 
village, in accordance with the wishes of Government. He was trying to 
adjust the differences between the two. 


Clerk was of the opinion that the joint tenancy of the parties 
should be terminated as speedily as possible because it provided an 
occasion for frequent squabbles. The outrage reported earlier was an 
unhappy consequence of the joint control. 


Talking of the division ot land between the two parties, Clerk 
said that he wanted to give the village itself to Gopal Singh, as the 
Baidwans had no objection to relinquish it; to the latter, he wanted to 
give the dependent mauzas, as they bad been founded by them. In this 
division, the Baidwans were getting an excess of fifty-five Bighas of 
cultivated land and two hundred and ten Bighas of waste land; surely 
that was not too much for the Baidwans on account of their outlay on 
Chaudiala during the fourteen years of their occupancy. 


1. Metcalfe to Clerk, April 14, 1S36, B. N'. 36, L. N. 30. and Secretary, Agra 
Government, to Metcalfe, March 26, 1836, B. N. 36, p. 111. 

Gopal 8t ngh was to pay to the Baidwans a sum of money, to be fixed by €3erk, 
as compensation for the improvement effected in the village. 

2. Ol^rk to Metcalfe, June 17, 1837, B. N. 83, L.N. 28. 

The petition is given in B, N. 37 on p. 146-47 and dated May 9, 1837. Gopal Singh, 
his petition, wrote that he was ready **to make a fair imbursement of the expense 
incurred by the Baidwans in the improvement of the Estate’\ He further 
agreed to any reasonable division of the estate between himself and the 
Baidwans ; according to him, the partition had deprived him of him lawful share 
and so«he prayed for a more equitable dividen. 
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Metcalfe replied on July 31, 1837, as follows^ 

.lam desired to inform you that the orders of the 26th 

March are to be carried into effect, that is, Gopal Singh is to be restored 
to the share of the proceeds as well as to the authority which he originally 

possessed.paying to the Baidwans such a sum as you shall 

consider a fair reimbursement of the expense incurred by them in the 
improvment of the Estate. But if either party desire a division, it may be 
made as proposed by the Singhpurias, ».e., either party making the 
division and the other making his selection*'. 

(16) Sardarni Sahib Kunwar and Wazir Khan. 

On May 2, 1833, Clerk forwarded the petition of Wazir Khan and 
others of the Ambala District, claiming indemnity money, which had been 
directed to be paid by Murray, in consideration of wounds and death 
suffered in an affray in which they were said to have been engaged.* 
Commenting, Clerk said that the petitioners were the zamiudars of the 
village S a war a, belonging to the Baidwan Chief but which was assigned 
as a jointure to Sahib Kunwar, the widow of Jassa Singh of Baidwan, 

The brothers of the deceased Chief desired to reduce the provision of the 
widow and had occasionally evinced their dis-satisfaction at the 

arrangement which was carried into effect by instigating the zamindars 
of the village Sawara to with hold their rents from her. 


Clerk went on to observe that he could not discover record of any 
such orders passed by Murray in favour of Wazir Khan and his party; 
northers were any documents to support their statements. But the 
differences existing between Sahib Kunwar and her zamindars were 
notorious and had induced Clerk to inquire into these causes; he had also 
seen Bhup Singh and Albel Singh, the two Baidwan brothers, enjoining 
them to abstain from molesting the Sardarni, adding that no disputes 
had arisen since then. * 


1. Metoiafe to Clerk, B.N. 87, L.N. 69. 

t. Clerk to Fraser February 2, 1883, B. N. 79, L. N. 2 


8. Ibid. 
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Writing again on the same subject a few months later, Clerk 
said that ho had made further inquiries into the matter and was sending 
the replies of both the parties.^ Both—the partj who was stated 
to have paid and the party who was stated to have received some money 
on account of the certain alleged wrongs of the petitioners—declared the 
operation to be a false-hood. 

Clerk said that the truth of the iiiatter was that their 
unsatisfactory conduct had provoked certain coercive measures on 
the part of the Sardarnt, though they had not deserved such severe 
punishment as was given to them. He was again certain that they had 
been instigated by Bhup Singh and Albel Singh, her brother-in-law, 
who wanted to exhibit her mismanagement of the village in such a 
manner as might afford them a plea for resuming it ® Clerk again 
warned the two Sardars against creating dissensions between the 
Sardami and her zamindars as he was trying to remove the causes of 
that friction. • He wrote another letter to the Sardami recommending 
her to adjust the claims of the zamindars; she replied that she was 
willing to submit their case for opinion to the agents of the four principal 
Chiefs and to abide by their judgment. Clerk expressed himself in favour 
of the case bing determined thus 

(17) The Sodis of Anandpur. 

The Sodis of Anandpur laid a claim to the small Taaluq of 
Balsunda. * It had been wrested from Najib Khan by Sodi Prem 


1. Clerk ,to Fraser, May 13,1833,B.N. 79, L.N. 35. 

2. The two Sardars wanted Sahib Ivunwar to accept a money provision. But 
this was not approved by Government and lands had to be allotted to her. She 
had been given a provision of Rs. 1,800 per annum. 

3. Clerk to Fraser, May 13, 1833, B.N. 79, L.N. 35. 

Clerk observed ; ‘‘Generally speaking in oases of differences occurring between 
Sikh Rulers and their subjects I am guided by the terms of our written 
engagements with the latter, but this appeared to be a peculiar case/' 

4. Clerk to Fraser, May 26,1832, B.K. 78, L N, 26, 



[ 476 ] 


Singh, one of the five brothers. On his death bis widow was in its 
possession till her demise. Then it was occupied by Sodi Uttam Singh, * 
who fixed his Thana in Balsunda, In support of his claim, Uttam Singh 
could not produce any evidence, either oral or documentary that 
might go to support his contention that he was in exclusive possession of 
the Taaluq for the last twenty-four years, that is, previous to the 
extension of British control over the Cis-Sutlej states in 1809. 


Uttam Singh filed a 'Mehrnama/ atttested by two old ladies 
which showed that his usurpation was not later than the widow** 

decease.within the period of British protection. The other Sodi 

Sardars also were entitled to their share in the Taaluq which Sodi Uttam 
Singh had usurped Clerk also cited an order from Murray which prohi¬ 
bited Uttam Singh from repairi ig a fort and warned him against 
erecting such buildings in a place to which other Sodi Sardars, related to 
Prem Singh, also laid a claim, * The testimony of the zamindars too was 
against the claim of Uttam Singh. Clerk was anxious to get the dispute 
settled by arbitrators selected by the parties themielves ; unfortunately 
the claimants would not agree to be reconciled by such methods. 
They were importunate fora decidon and Clerk wanted the orders of 
Government in the case. 


It was on June 7, 1832, that the orders of Fraser were 
received • He was of the opinion that the parties were entitled to equal 
share, thus rejecting the claim of Uttam Singh to its exclusive possession; 
if any of them desired further investigation or there was some other 
oral or documentary evidence which they could produce, they were to 


1. Sodi Prem Singh bad one brother named Nahar Singh who kad two tons. 

Surjan Singh and Jai Singh. The •former had three son®.Diwan Singh, 

Didar Singh and Tilok Singh ; the last bad died leaving a widow Raj Kunwar. 

who claimed her husband’s share. Sodi Jai Singh had one aon.Sodi 

Uttam Singh. 

2. Clark to Fraser, May 26, 1832, B.N. 78, L.N. 28. 

3. Fraser to Clerk, June 7» 1838, B.N. 82, L.N, 42. 
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apply to Clerk who should weigh it before carrying the above decision 
into effect. 

(18) The Rais of Malerkotla and Rahmst All Khan. 

Three zamindars of the village of Rattain, belonging to the Rais 
of Malerkotla, were killed *'ia a violent aggression" committed on their 
lands by the zamindars of the village of Gannaur, which was in the 
jurisdiction of Rahmat Ali Khan. * The Rais complained to Clerk. 


Tracing the earlier history of the relations between the two rivals, 
Cierk remarked that an agreement had been signed by the two disputants 
by which arbitrators proceeded to adjust the boundary between the two 
villages. But the Rais had complained that Rahmat Ali Khan had 
prevented “an unfettered determination" of the dispute. So Murray 
had annulled the decision, and made an equal partition of the land and 
erected boundary pillars. That was in 1829. 


In 1831, the Rais had reported the destruction of the boundary 
pillars by Rahmat Ali; the latter was directed to offer an explanation 
and re-erect the pillars. To this he paid no attention; on the contrary, 
be denied that he had destroyed the pillars and ascribed the act 
to the Rais himself. In another affray on the boundary, one of the 
zamindars of the Rais was killed by the people of Rahmat Ali Khan's 
village. The case was brought before the Political Agent at Ambala who 
called both the parties there and effected a reconciliation between them. 
Clerk said that there seemed to be a prespect of future peace between 
them, as a marriage was arranged between the two rival groups. 
Unfortunately, these hopes were falsified, as quarrel broke out again. 


Clerk was so disgusted with the dispute that he wrote to Fraser 
suggesting signal punishment to the prepetrators of the outrage in 


1. Clerk to Fraser, October 16, 1834» B.K. 80, L.N, 177. 
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order to deter them from committing such acts in future. He felt that 
not only the zamindars of village Gannour should be punished but also 
the proprietor to whom they were subservient —Rahmat Ali Khan. 


Clerk invited Rahmat Ali Khan to Ambala so that he might 
adjust the differences existing between him and the Rais. But 
Rahmat Ali neither name nor deigned to reply to his letter. Under 
these cTcumatances he referred the case to Fraser. ^ 


(19) Patiala and Fateh Singh Ahlnwalla. 

The people of Bassi, an old Pathan town, were suffering a great 
deal on account of the rivalry between the ruler of Patiala and Sardar 
Fateh Singh Ahluwalia. “ wio were co-parceners The officials of Patiala 
were under-mining the authority formerly exercised by the Ahluwalia 
Chief and were trying to usurp his right in the town This jealousy 
was the cause of blood-shed among their retainers. There was great 
insecurity among the people of the town which contained a number of 
respectable Afghan families. ^ 


The situation became so serious that Glerk stationed an “Amin" 
of the office. But the parties had become so very bold that even his 
presence did not restrain their violence and Clerk became adprehensive 
of preserving peace in the town. 


1. Nothing further is known about the cose. 

2. Clerk to Metcalfe^ May 6, 1836, B.N. 8f, L.N. 84. 

3. In July 1837, Metcalfe asked Clerk tK> adopt measures for adjustment by 
arbitration of the points in dispute, (B N. 37, L.N. 64). 
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APPBNDIiC I 
to 


CHAPTER VI 


In a letter written in 1841, Clerk elaborately discussed '^a plan 
for rendering the military resources of the Protected Sikh States available 
to the British Government’*,! He gave the details, as below 


‘'Number one — a contingent amounting to 2033 Horse and 
3253 foot, which the Chiefs will maintain in constant readiness to attend 
for inspection or for service, I have preferred to have a large proportion 
of this contingent Infantry for whenever their services are required, 
the Infantry will he found serviceable as guards of vacant lines or 
cantonments, guards over stores, treasury-guards and for other escort 
duties in which the vigilance of the Sawara could not be much relied on". 


Coming to the share of States, Clerk said : “Of the infantry. 

the Raja of Patiala agrees to provide 1000. He has two Battalions each 
of that strength with guns, composed of fine men, well-equipt and 
disciplined by good officers brought up in the School of French Generals 

at Lahore *.There is at Nabha, Kaithal and Jind, already an approach 

to the formation of the same sort of Infantry. These three combined 
will form another Battalion and I do not propose to bring it quite up to 
the same standard. Formed from so many small detachments this would 

be extremely difficult,’* 


1. asrk to Maddock, August 9, 1841 B.N. 152, L.N. 22. 

2, Clerk paid a tribute to the Patiala troops in these words ; have hi^ several 
opportunities of observing the conduct of the Patiala troops and offioera and I 
could not desire to see better order among the men, greater devotion in the 
oncers or more fearlesmiess and carelesmess of their lives on the part af both 
in executing my orders,*’ (Ibid,) 
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Clerk also forwarded a statement prepared by Maharaja 
Karam Singh of Patiala ^i^hich showed ‘ a body of well armed 
Horse which the Protected Sikh Chiefs could bring into the field for any 
particular service in aid of the British Government*'. The number was 
20,595. ^ He added that he was also forwarding "a sketch of a levy en 
masse** which might not be so efficient but he could assemble in a short 
time about 60,000 troops. About the contingent to be maintained by 
the Chiefs, Clerk observed : "Should the contingent number one apptar 
to the Right Honourable the Governor-General in Council to be small as 
compared with the means of the Sikh Chiefs, I would beg leave to observe 
that the efficiency of this form of contingent would prove on service 
more important than its numbers, that the Chiefs already maintain at 
Ambaia, a fixed contingent of 300 Horse and since the unsettled state of 
affairs arose in the Punjab, I have required them to maintain besides 
and that they will continue to maintain well equipt quotas of Horse and 
Foot with guns in their districts lying towards the Sutlej ’** 


Concerniiig the quota of Patiala, Clera thus expressed his opinion : 

"If it should be seen that Patiala is lightly assessed.in proportion 

to the Maharja*s large revenues, I beg to say that Patiala is a state 
which in the event of the employment of the British troops in 
the Punjab, * would be found replete with resources in Banjaras, grain, 
and other stores for the service of the British Government, together with 
any additional levies which might be called for. In anticipation of 
these greater burdens falling on Patiala at such a time, the Patiala fixed 
Infantry, which I had at first estimated at 1,500, was reduced to 
1,000.** But he pointed out that the Chiefs were averse to the 


1. Clerk to Maddock, August 9, 1841, B.N. 152, L.N. 22. 

2. About the oondition of these troops. Clerk said : "1 have been greatly satisfied 
with the inspection of the troops which have been in compliance with mj 
requisition stationed by the principal Protected Sikh Chiefs in that direction.'* 

3. This war the time when the troops of Maharaja Sher Singh were mutinous 
and almost out of his control and Clerk expected that British Ctorernmewt 
mi^t have to intervene to restore order. 
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establishment of this contingent at Ainbala, and added : “This has not 
been part of my proposition to the Chiefs, for I see not the necessity 
of it. But their apprehensions led them to suppose it might be an 
extension of the Ambala contingent now required of them and over 

which they themselves have no manner of authority.In this form 

they would very naturally regard the formation of a nc w contigent as 
an infraction of the terms of their Protection.'* ^ 


CIrek thus summed up the aid from the Protected Princes: ' Their 
own specified household contingent, to be modelled and armed as may 
be prescribed to them and always prepared to attend on the shortest 
j^otice for inspection or for service, is the from according to which they 
will at once willingly provide the contingent and if it be taken into 
consideration that this is by no means the limit of their ambition to 
serve the British Government, but that all of them great and small only 
await the order to attend in person with all the means they poss^^ss, the 
terms will. be satisfactory to the British Government". * 


Naturally the Governor-General was highly pleased at this 
loyalty of the Chiefs and Haddock conveyed the sentiments of His 
Lordship in these words ‘*The Governor-General in Council is highly 
gratified by the manifestation of loyalty and good feeling towards the 
Government of India, which your statement of the zeal and alacrity of 


1 . Clerk pointed out why Chiefs were opposed to the stationing of tlie new 

contingent at Ambala, thus : ** .the eye i)f a British oiYieor would not be 

satisfied with appointments that k© might fear would reflect discredit on him hi 
bis organization of troops* liable by his superiorp to he looked upon in such a 
light. Then would follow complaints and excuses ; these after long and 
unsatisfactory discussion, a demand for lands as an assignment for pay f and 
that obtained the introduction of foreigners witit shorter beards and the dismissal 
to their homes of starving and dis-satisfied troops formed from the tenants of 
the soil. Then would perish the content and good feeling that animate th# 
whole body of these Chiefs and their retainers.** (B.N. 152, L.N. 22). 

2 . Clerk to Haddock, August 9, 1841, B.N. 152, L.N. 22. 

3. Clerk to Haddock, September 6 , 1841, B.N. 128, L.N. 165. 
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the Protected Sikh states in thus coming forvvar 1 with their contingents 
evinces and that His Lordship in Council has perused with mudi 
tratisfaction the favourable account which you give of the efficiency of 
the force which the Protected Chieftains can bring into field*'. The 
Governor-General approved of the propjrtiona allotted by Clerk to 
different states and considered “ the levy to be very moderate an I such 
as may be borne without hardship by all and that under proper 
negotiation it promises to afford a valuable eoutingent force for general 
duties in the territories adjoining North-West Frontier", Further, 
Maddock pointed out that the Governor-General wanted that a periodical 
inspection of contingent should take place an 1 that the Chiefs should 
asst rnble their troops at convenient places where they might be inspected 
by British o!hcers. In regard to the levy **en-rnisse", the Governor- 
General felt that circumstances could 'dxardly be contemplate! under 
which the Government would feel a necessity for calling for such 

extendve contributions of undisciplined Horse and Foot". Finally, 
Maddo k exppes^*^d His Lordship's thanks to Clerk and the Ciaefs thus: 
“I am directed to observe that the spirit and devotion with which the 
Sikh Chiefs have answered to your call, are alike creditable to their 
loyaby and to the influence with which your political control over them 
has been txercised and you are requested to intimate to Maharaja Karam 
Singh ii-nd the other principal Chieltains, the approbation with which 
the Governor-General in Council regards their zeal and readiness in the 
service of the British Government. 


1 . Mtiiidook to (.lork, September 0, 1841, B.N* 12'*, L N. 155. 
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